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This study examines the implementation process in
schools that is triggered by educational reform legisla-
tion. This study argues that classroom teachers, taken as
a whole, will experience role conflict and confusion and
will only selectively participate in the new, required
tasks of any reform legislation. The purpose of this study
is to adapt and apply the tools of organizational and be-
havioral analysis to describe and analyze the implementa-
tion of Ch. 766 Special Education legislation as it occurs
in one high school over time and, to consider the benefits
of such an analysis.
The study uses a formal questionnaire, structured
interviews and informal observations to gather data to fit
into two models of organizational behavior: the Diamond
Model and the Differentiation an’ Integration Model.
Specifically, it exair.ines the t^,,ks, differentiation, inte-
gration and role conflicts that result from implementing the
new law.
The use of these models helps predict and explain the
difficulty classroom teachers will face implementing new
tasks in their classroom, accepting the different orienta-
tions of special education teachers working in their school
and resolving the conflicts that arise from both the new
tasks and cooperative demands of the special educators. It
helps explain the way in which the structure of the school,
the informal norms of the staff, and the technology of
special education interact to alter the implementation of
the law.
The data suggest that the high school has specific
organizational problems that make it difficult for any
large scale implementation process to reach every class-
room. It further suggests that there are a small number
of teachers throughout the school whose perceptions are
similar to special needs teachers and who have fewer
problems implementing the most difficult 766 tasks.
Finally, the data infers that the particular high school
studied requires both middle level integrators and more
open policy making in order to resolve conflicts created
by the integrating demands of the law.
Further research should include studies of comparative
high schools using a refined Differentiation and Integration
instrument. This type of study could examine the suggested
hypotheses found in the conclusions of this dissertation.
The significance of this dissertation lies in several
areas. It is a further exploration of the complexity of
implementing new laws into schools. It offers tentative
explanations of the problems high school teachers will have
implementing mandated special education services. Finally,
it suggests that the two organizational behavior models are
helpful diagnostic tools for high school educators to use.
Richard L. Schaye
c
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CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE
Introduction
This study examines the implementation process in
schools that is triggered by educational reform legisla-
tion. The study argues that classroom teachers, taken as
a whole, will experience role conflict and confusion and
will only selectively participate in the new, required tasks
of any reform legislation.
Social scientists have been focusing increased atten-
tion on the process of implementation. Recent legislation
enacted by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts — Chapter 766
Special Education Law — has provided a rich opportunity
for field study on the way in which social legislation be-
comes educational practice. Weather ley and Lipskey in
their working paper "Street-Level Bureaucrats and Institu-
tional Innovation: Implementing Special Education Reform
in Massachusetts" raised numerous questions about the ways
in which teachers and school administrators "incorporate
the new law's requirements into their ongoing work patterns
and develop mechanisms to meet the new demands that were
consistent with the other requirements of their roles"
(Lipskey, 1977, p. 6). In the broadest sense, legislators
1
2legislate and teachers teach; within this framework of
public policy there is an intricate, dynamic relationship
between the two.
The problem which this study examines is whether
'^sps.rtmen ts
,
and teachers, with different orien~
tations, will be more accepting of the new tasks. In
effect, this study examines how one medium size suburban
high school both accommodates and changes the tasks and
intent of Chapter 766 legislation. Critical research and
analysis of the implementation of any law can provide use-
ful insights into the process and prospects for social
change. In the case of the Chapter 766 Special Education
Law, analysis takes an increased importance because the law
itself is a watershed of ideas that have been developing
for many years. Recent Federal Court decisions, a broaden-
ing pattern of civil rights, the organization of specific
community groups, updated special education research and
legislative leadership that had particular background and
concern for educational issues, all combined to produce a
law which was virtually guaranteed to create both change
and controversy within the school. Events in the past five
years have demonstrated this fact clearly.
The context of this study is the daily activities and
routines of one high school. A researcher can gather data
on the numbers of students being served in outside institu-
3tions, school resource rooms and regular classrooms, and
the amount of money expended and reimbursed by city and
town. These statistics would not make clear what this ser-
vice means in relation to the actual objectives of the law.
^hat is needed along with aggregate statistics of services
delivered is research within individual schools that ex-
plains whether or not schools can deliver services which
meet the needs of individual students who require wide
ranging special help.
In examining this entire implementation process in
detail, a number of assumptions are made:
1. the high school offers unique problems and pros-
pects for implementing Chapter 766 mandated services;
2. new tasks in the high school will affect and be
affected by the people, the social system and other or-
ganizational variables in a dynamic fashion; and
3. the implementation process can be explained and
improved by the use of organizational behavior techniques.
The goals of the legislation are clearly stated if
somewhat controversial. The process of taking these goals,
writing regulations, turning these regulations into tasks,
and then implementing them in each classroom, is a far more
difficult undertaking. As Fred Andelman, Assistant Director
of Professional Development of the Massachusetts Teachers'
Association stated, "It's fine to pass laws, but it's the
4teachers who are stuck trying to implement them" (Milofsky,
1977, p. 28).
Statement of the Problem
Implementation as an area of study in educational re-
search has taken an increased impetus with the growth of
state and federal educational legislation. The study of
implementation has obvious importance when one considers
that it may be the most relevant variable in translating
educational policy into practice. The research on implemen-
tation leaves many gaps however, and offers limited evidence
on why some policies succeed and others fail.
Chapter 766 legislation provides an opportunity to
study close-up what happens when policy becomes practice.
A review of the implementation research over the past
twenty-five years indicates two recent developments:
1. A shift in attention from the center (where policy
originates) to the periphery (where policy is ultimately
practiced)
,
and
2. A shift from simple to more complex conceptions
of the process (Farrar, 1978, p. 1)
.
This dissertation is a reflection of both shifts. It
studies in detail one school to see how the pesonnel in
that school make and shape policy that has been mandated
Further, it applies two models of organizationalfor them.
5development in an attempt to explain in more detailed
terms a smaller portion of the implementation process.
The Rand Corporation, under the sponsorship of the
U.S. Office of Education, conducted a several-year study of
federally funded programs designed to introduce and spread
innovative practices in public schools. In a summary of the
work, the authors of volume I, Berman and McLaughlin, provide
a direction for my own study. They state that an analysis
of literature on educational innovations leads to the follow-
ing three assessments:
1. research on the effectiveness of schooling and the
possible causes of absolute and differential effects pro-
vides little guidance on how to change educational prac-
tices ;
2. impact-oriented studies of innovative projects
have not produced generalizable findings because they fail
to deal with the interaction of the project with its insti-
tutional setting; and
3. implementation problems dominate the outcomes of
change processes in the educational system (Berman, 1975,
Vol. 1, pp. v-vi)
.
Berman and McLaughlin concluded that research "should be
directed toward understanding the implementation of inno-
vative projects within school districts and how policy
might affect implementation" (Ibid., p. vi)
.
6The shear size and complexity of the innovation
models (of which implementation is a basic part) designed
by Sieber, Rand, and others (Ibid., p. 19) is the key to
the problem of this dissertation. A detailed look at part
of the process using tools that analyze actual implementa~
tion as it interacts with a specific institutional setting
is the inevitable direction for current research. What is
needed is a series of studies that examine different parts
of implementation process at close range. This study will
present one such examination.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to adapt and apply the
tools of organizational and behavioral analysis to describe
and analyze the implementation of Chapter 766 as it occurs
in one high school over time and, to consider the benefits
of such an analysis. The organizational behavior litera-
ture and techniques have had far greater use in the study
of industry, hospitals, the military and other institutions;
it has had only limited use in the study of schools. Or-
ganizational behavior as a discipline or tool is being
adapted for this study because it offers some potentially
useful models for examining institutional settings.
The adaptation of organizational behavior models to
schools has been slow for at least three reasons. First,
7schools of management have not been a traditional place
sdvicators to do advanced study. Second, schools are
notably difficult to gain access for intensive research
efforts. Finally, the goals of schools are so diffuse and
the outcomes so difficult to measure that a research effort
using organizational behavior techniques has had less pro-
mise in schools when compared to industry where profit and
loss is concrete and more easily measured.
However, the recent attention on both institutional
settings and on the way in which policy is actually imple-
mented has given new impetus to the possibility of using
the tools of organizational behavior. Increasingly, edu-
cators are searching for answers as to why specific tasks
(be they mandated tasks for special education students or
more routine tasks of teaching basic reading and mathe-
matics) are so difficult to implement. As money, memos and
inservice training all seem to stop short of fully or even
partially implementing a new program, it has become obvious
that the process is more complex, and the tools of analysis
at hand are less than adequate. This study will use the
framework of two models of organizational behavior to
describe and analyze the implementation of Chapter 766 in
one high school.
3Design of Study
The design of this study will be divided into two
parts: a review of the literature and the design and use
of a formal questionnaire and structured interviews. The
review of the literature will focus on two areas of re-
search. First, there will be a review of the research on
special education focusing on recent developments in spe-
education legislation and the mainstreaming of students
with special needs. This review will examine particularly
the growing responsibility for and problems of special
education in the public high school.
Second, there will be a review of the research on
organizational behavior in general and its application to
schools. Two models of organizational behavior will be
used to organize and analyze data collected on the imple-
mentation of new, mandated tasks of special education
legislation in the regular classroom.s of one high school.
The main section of the study will be the design and
use of a formal questionnaire on the differentiation-
integration process in one high school. Items will be used
to try and distinguish among teachers and departments in
terms of the following dimensions:
1. general knowledge of the mandated tasks of the
Ch. 766 special education law;
92. specific attitude towards the mandated tasks of
the special education law;
3. the degree of differentiation among departments;
and
4. the degree of integration among departments.
In addition to the formal questionnaire, data will be
collected through structured interviews of selected school
personnel in order to uncover the formal policies of the
school regarding the implementation of Ch. 766 and the in-
formal norms which serve to delimit the formal policies.
Data will also be collected on the nature of conflict and
conflict resolution that exists in the school.
The data from the questionnaire and the structured
interviews will be combined and analyzed to shed new light
on how the implementation of Ch. 766 legislation is pro-
ceeding, and what possible organizational development (OD)
solutions can be generated. The data will be supplemented
with descriptive observations of the nature of the high
school being studied and the nature of the law being im-
plemented. For example, what people (teachers, students,
administrators, counselors, etc.) are involved in the
process; what structure, roles, and policies have been set
up to channel and implement the law; what informal norms
provide the parameters for implementation; and what tasks
are actually taking place.
10
Pi^oblsrn ststsmsnts hsv© b©©n cisv©lop©d to nsirirow th©
study. A major purpos© of th© study is to d©v©lop th© most
fruitful of th©s© probl©m sta“©m©nts into hypoth©s©s for
furth©r r©s©arch.
Probl©m Stat©m©nts
Probl©m stat©m©nts ar© a form of r©s©arch qu©stions
which d©clar© that a relationship may exist between two or
more variables. Problem statements are used as a beginning
focus to a research question which appears to be interest-
ing but which lacks sufficient clarity to refine into
hypotheses. The use of problem statements can and should
lead to hypothesis building after literature review and
field observation narrow and refine the relationships among
the variables in question. Chapter III, Methodology, p.99,
explains the reasons why this study stays throughout with
the use of problem statements.
Problem statements are similar to "working hypothe-
ses" described by Lutz and Ramsey. "These hypotheses are
generated partly out of prior knowledge of the system being
studied, partly from first observations, and partly due to
theoretical positions held by the researcher" (Lutz, 1974,
p. 6) . Working hypotheses differ from experimental hypo-
theses because they do not operate as specific predictors
about the particulars of what will be observed. An addi-
11
tional distinction is that working hypotheses are relevant
to a "specific culture" but not necessarily culture in
general (Overholt and Stallings, 1976, p. 13).
In studying the implementation of Ch. 766, a number
of variables stand out as sufficiently interesting as a
possible explanation of the process that is taking place.
These include the nature of the new teaching tasks, the
increased need for differentiation and integration of de-
partments and the potential for increased role conflicts
for classroom teachers. The interaction of each of these
variables with the formal organization and informal social
system of the high school provides both the possibilities
and limitations for successful compliance with the law.
Consequently, this dissertation organizes these variables
into appropriate problem statements for further research.
The dissertation looks at the applicability of each of the
following problem statements as a possible partial explana-
tion of the complex events that are taking place.
The implementation of mandated tasks by classroom teachers.
The tasks mandated by Ch. 766 legislation will not easily
fit into the typical organizational structure of a high
school. Each of these tasks are subsumed under the ubi-
quitous concept of "individualization". These tasks range
from those that are moderately easy to implement to those
that are extremely difficult to implement depending on
12
their interaction with particular organizational and so-
cial system variables. One problem statement on task
implementation is investigated in this study.
1. The easier tasks to implement will be those that
provide only minimal disruption to the normal routines of
the classroom teacher and/or those that fit easily into the
norms of high school teaching.
The differentiation and integration of high school depart-
ments as a response to Ch. 766 . High school departments,
although segmented by subject matter, are relatively un-
differentiated in their orientation towards, formality of
structure, time and interpersonal relations. If this is
true, each subject matter department (i.e., mathematics,
English, science, etc.) has somewhat similar goals for
their students and themselves, approximately the same or-
ganizational structure, a similar mix of short and long
range concerns and a reasonably similar degree of intra
departmental cooperation and assistance. The subject
matter of each department does not seem to be dominant
enough to create departments with differentiated orienta-
tions. However, the pressure of Ch. 766 creates its own
demand for increased differentiation and a resulting need
for improved integration. Two problem statements on
differentiation are investigated in this study.
2. The special needs department is differentiated
13
from all other subject matter departments.
3. The departments with the closest similarity to
the special needs department on the combined dimensions of
differentiation (goals, structure, time and interpersonal
relations) will respond more favorably to the tasks required
by Ch. 766 legislation.
The increased need for integration is virtually self-
evident. "Mainstreaming," to take the most important con-
cept, requires that special needs teachers and classroom
teachers work in a coordinated, cooperative manner with
students who are dividing their time in both sectors.
However, it is predictable that in a high school, the
level of integration will be either less than adequate or
barely adequate. One problem statement on integration is
investigated in the study.
4. The high school lacks the appropriate policies
and people to increase the level of integration needed to
resolve interdepartmental conflicts created by Ch. 766
tasks.
Role conflicts created by Ch. 766 legislation . The demands
of Ch, 766 will create role conflicts for classroom tea-
chers. These demands impact upon classroom teachers'
beliefs, time, authority and existing task structure
without necessarily providing additional rewards. However,
it is predictable that some classroom teachers will resolve
14
these conflicts and be more responsive to implementing Ch.
766 tasks. There are a number of possible reasons for this
resolution which may be related to a teacher's attitude,
subject matter and the general ability level of the stu-
being taught. This study looks at what the princi“
pals, selected department heads and teachers see as the
differences between successful and unsuccessful teachers of
special needs students. One problem statement on role con-
flict is investigated in this study.
5. Classroom teachers who indicate a willingness to
implement a greater number of the mandated 766 tasks place
greater importance on how well they teach special needs
students
.
It is evident to the writer after considerable prac-
tice and thought that each of these problem statements is
one part of understanding an extremely complex process of
implementing a well intentioned, if difficult, law. At
the conclusion of the study it is expected that these
selected problem statements on (1) task implementation, (2)
differentiation and integration and (3) role conflict will
have sufficiently narrowed the focus and clarified the
concepts so that research and practice regarding the im-
pact of the law has greater shape and some specific
guidelines. The implementation of Ch, 766 involves so
variables that it is easy to lose sight of why somemany
15
tasks or ideas work and others do not, and why two reason
able people can vehemently disagree on the success or
failure of the law itself.
Definitions
The following are definitions adhered to throughout
this dissertation.
Ch. 766 - The number which designates the special
education law in the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts .
2. Special Needs Student - A student who has been
identified (through officially m.andated proce-
dures) as requiring special education services
beyond what is available in a regular education
program.
3. Special Needs Teacher - A teacher stationed pri-
marily in a resource room who works with not
more than one to five special needs students at
a time on individually prescribed instructional
units
.
4. Classroom Teacher - A teacher of one of the
content areas of the high school — English,
Science, Language, Mathematics, Occupational
Education, Physical Education, Fine Arts, and
History — who teaches a certified course in a
regular classroom.
5. The Diamond Model - A model developed by Gene
Dalton, Paul Lawrence and Larry Grenier which
describes the interaction of tasks, people,
social system and organizational variables as
a means of explaining the dynamic and changing
behavior of organizations.
6. Organizational Variables - The formal structure
of an institution including the hierarchy of
authority, division of labor, rules of the in-
stitution, and procedural specifications and
the required technical competence.
16
7. Task - The teaching, counselling and administra-
tive activities that are performed to achieve the
goals of the school.
8* Social System - The informal structure of an in-
stitution. The social system is anchored in the
attitudes, perceptions, beliefs, motivations,
habits, and expectations of human beings.
9.
Norm - A common standard which guides and defines
the limits of members' responses in an established
group.
10. Role - The legitimately expected behavior of per-
sons in a particular position in the social
system.
11. Role Set - The complement of role-relationships
in which persons are involved by virtue of
occupying a particular position.
12. Role Conflict - Disagreement or lack of under-
standing as to the correct role behavior for a
particular position.
13. The Differentiation and Integration Model - A
model developed by Paul Lawrence and Jay Lorsch
which examines the ability of an organization
to differentiate and integrate as it attempts
to meet the demands of its environment.
14. Differentiation - Differences between subunits
of an organization in the cognitive and emotional
orientations of their members.
15. Integration - The quality of the state of colla-
boration that exists among departments that are
required to achieve unity of effort by the
demands of the environment.
16. Implementation - The change process that occurs
when an innovative project impinges on an organi-
zation.
Limitations of Study
This dissertation is a detailed case study of one
17
school. It makes use of quantitative data in the form of
a questionnaire filled out by 55 teachers at the school.
It also uses data obtained from structured interviews of
^ teachers, 2 department heads and 2 principals at the
high school and general observations by the writer. The
combined data is used to study the implementation process
in the school and to suggest appropriate hypotheses for
further study.
Limited scope . The study of one school limits the findings
to that school and can only suggest what findings might be
generalizable to other schools. It would be interesting to
note whether a cross-section of suburban high schools had
the same degree of ease and/or difficulty implementing each
of the tasks that have been examined. It would also be in-
teresting to compare a suburban high school with an urban
high school to determine the different responses as affected
by finances, school size, and the homogeniety of student
body. This type of comparative data is beyond the scope of
this dissertation.
Sample . The sample consists of the teachers and principals .
of one high school. Of 70 possible teachers, 55 responded.
Two teachers indicated to the writer that they didn't re-
spond because they were worried about the harm the informa-
tion might bring. Six others indicated that they didn't
18
respond because they did not think the subject under study
was relevant to them. The sample size is too small to
test for significance the correlations contained in each of
the tables listed in Chapter III. This fact was known be-
the guestionnaire was designed. It is a necessary
delimitation of studying one school and it obviously re-
stricts the scope of the findings. It explains why problem
statements are used rather than hypotheses.
Data collection
. Two types of data have been collected.
Fifty-five formal questionnaires and 10 structured inter-
views. The sample is small enough so that the study can be
conducted by one person. The structured interview sample
was selected in the following manner. Two principals were
interviewed. Two department heads were interviewed, one
the leader of a traditional academic department and the
other the leader of a department which serves more non-
college students. Six teachers were selected. They repre-
sented five departments and were selected based on two
criteria. Three teachers taught very few special needs
students. Three teachers taught a large number of special
needs students. Three teachers knew the interviewer rea-
sonably well; three did not.
The questionnaires were put into the mailbox of every
teacher. An announcement was made in a faculty meeting
requesting their completion. One visit was made to each
19
department requesting returns. The questionnaire was used
(after appropriate field testing) for the first time. Ad-
ditional future studies will help refine the questionnaire
and make it even more sensitive to the processes being
studied. The writer is not anonymous in the school being
studied. The advantage of accessibility to the actual pro-
cess of implementation is somewhat offset by the bias of
the observer and also the fact that some respondents might
worry about their responses to the observer. The struc-
tured interview was used as cross-check of the questionnaire
to eliminate some of this bias.
Finally, the study is of a process that is not con-
trolled (or controllable) by laboratory conditions.
Consequently, the writer can only make reasonable sugges-
tions from the data on why certain tasks were implemented
or not implemented as expected. The possibility of
undetected intervening variables exists. All of the deli-
mitations discussed above are well known to the literature
of field research.
Significance
The significance of this study derives from the fact
that the implementation process in high schools is a
relatively unstudied phenomena. The study gains further
significance because of its focus on special education
20
which has traditionally been thought of as a function con-
fined for the most part to elementary education. There is
a growing body of literature on field studies of mandated
change in schools. This study seeks to contribute to this
literature in the following ways;
1. clarify the institutional constrains that a high
school setting puts upon mandated legislative tasks;
2. distinguish between teachers (and possibly de-
partments) who are receptive and unreceptive to proposed
mandated change;
3. extend the use of two models of organizational
behavior to the study of schools;
4. establish hypotheses for further research on the
implementation process in high schools; and
5. develop organizational development (OD) strate-
gies for overcoming detected resistance to specific mandated
tasks
.
Chapter 766
In 1972, Massachusetts passed comprehensive special
education reform legislation entitled Chapter 766 of the
General Laws of Massachusetts.* The law was the result of
a coalescing of a variety of socio, political, and legal
factors. Of particular impetus was a 1971 Federal District
*Hereafter referred to as Ch. 766.
21
Court decision in Pennsylvania which struck down a Pennsyl-
vania law that stated that the state had an obligation to
educate educable retarded children but had no obligation to
educate non-educable children (an educational but not a
legal paradox) . The Massachusetts laws on special educa-
tion were similar to Pennsylvania's.
Both the process of building the new law and the
content of the law, itself, were a significant departure
from the existing modus operandi of special education.
Historically, separate groups representing the deaf, blind,
mentally retarded, etc., competed against each other for
special funding. Legislators and staff working on the new
law consciously dropped these categories and helped build
a coalition of special education which still exists eight
years later. There were a number of "working sessions"
during the drafting of the bill in which parents, educa-
tors and concerned citizens were invited to comment and
help change each line of the first draft. In Rizoli's
account of the process "As legislators and legislative
staff we know a lot about taking language and thought and
transferring them into the language of legislation. But
we are not specialists in the area of special education
and we needed the input of the people who had to live with
these problems every day in order to draft a better bill"
(Rizoli, 1976, p. 2). The increased expectations on the
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public schools, the increased rights and involvement of
parents, and the attention to process, that is the manner
in which the law is implemented, all were an outgrowth of
active outside involvement in the drafting of the law.
The Ch. 766 law has one main goal: to provide all
children with an education regardless of their special
needs. "It requires local school districts to take respon-
sibility for the education of all children who suffer from
handicaps 'arising from intellectual, sensory, emotional or
physical factors, cerebral dysfunctions, perceptual factors,
or any other specific learning disabilities or any combina-
tion thereof" (Milofsky, 1977, p. 23).
Five critical assumptions were the basis for the pro-
visions in the law.
1. The state, through local educational systems, has
the responsibility for educating every school aged person
regardless of their special needs;
2. The labeling of a student with special needs can
be damaging to the student;
3. Special education programming which requires
participation from parents, teachers, students, educational
administrators and non-school relevant personnel builds in
safeguards and provides broader expertise that will result
in more accurate educational plans for the student with
special needs.
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4. The least restrictive educational program possi-
ble is the most desirable for students with special needs;
and
5. The classroom teacher in a substantial percentage
of cases can meet the individual needs of students with
special problems while also teaching regular students.
All of these assumptions were built into the regula-
tions and demanded specific changes in the way schools in
Massachusetts were currently operating. The assumptions
were a part of long-standing educational debates regarding
the proper role of schools, the damage or efficiency of
categorizing students, the role of specialists in educa-
tional programming, the value of mainstreaming and the
ability of teachers to individualize instruction.
Each of these concepts has its own literature, pro-
ponents and opponents, and current technology. Ross (1971)
cites five current legal arguments against special class
placement. Prior to Ch. 766 there had been recent court
cases on the abuse of testing for measuring learning
abilities, the lack of parent participation in class
placement and the inadequacy of special education program-
ming. Hall (1970) and Dunn (1968) both cite the historical
need to remove slower students from regular classes to make
easier the tasks on regular teachers and pupils. Speaking
of individualized instruction and grouping Hall states;
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Tracking using the tGrin in thG broadGr
SGnsG to includG all ability grouping
rGprGSGnts a solution to an insoluablG
dilGimna. WhilG individualizGd instruc-
tion has long bGGn touted as the great
desideratum in American education, no
one has ever been willing to pay what it
would cost to give each child a different
education. Educators thus devised what
they considered to be the next best thing,
educational units large enough to be eco-
nomically viable but small enough to iso-
late students with what were thought to
be roughly similar educational needs
(Jones
,
1974
,
p. 32)
.
Lucas (Ibid., p. 45) explains that the feasibility of
special instruction for students with handicaps was doubted
and consequently commenced under purely private auspices
rather than within the public schools. Bruininks and
Rynder's (1971) quoting MacMillan state that there is evi-
dence that indicates that children with special needs
suffer in special classes and in regular classes. Rey-
nolds and Balow (1972) decry the assumption that is made
frequently about "easy isomorphism between categorical and
educational classifications" (Reynolds, 1972, p. 357).
Love, reviewing the past fifty years, states that
the "real controversy in special education is concerned
with that large group of children traditionally labeled
mildly handicapped" (Love, 1972, p. 10). He accurately
asserts that the only common characteristic of students
who have been traditionally labeled emotionally disturbed,
behaviorally disordered, learning disabled or brain in-
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jured is that they have been referred from regular class-
room programs because of some sort of "teacher perceived
behavioral or learning problem." Quoting Lord:
It is much easier to explain how special
education got itself out of the mainstream
of education than it is to design a plan
to reintegrate the two programs. Some
fairly obvious forces which led to the in-
structional separation include separate
financing, the use of medical certificates
for admission, the need to build up the
special needs of the child in order to
obtain legislation. Since it took fifty
years to establish the separation as it
exists today in the public schools, we may
well be patient with the time it will take
to significantly modify practice (Ibid.,
p. 4) .
Love asserts that despite the long standing move to educate
exceptional children in special programs, a majority are
educated in the regular classroom and approximately half
of all exceptional children do not receive adequate spe-
cial education services. Linde points at the dilemma of
special categories for any student. "In practice, the
individual who has a disability is one of a kind. Although
there are often many other persons having similar impair-
ments, he still has a multitude of functional characteris-
tics that make him ultimately unique, a being unto himself
..." (Ibid)
.
Turning to the technology of special education,
Evelyn Deno (1975) states that the primary distinction
between special education and regular education is organi-
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zational not substantive. Lord points out that indivi-
dualized instruction, which is the cornerstone of the new
technology and legislation, is still not widely practiced
today. "No principle of instruction has had such universal
support at the theoretical level and, at the same time,
such limited genuine application" (Reynolds, 1971, p. 23).
Lord devastatingly challenges the technology of special
education when he states that "it is difficult or impossible
to identify a learning principle and/or a teaching guide-
line that is uniquely applicable to exceptional children"
(Ibid.
,
p. 23)
.
Trippe, on the other hand, believes new
skills and attitudes could enable regular classroom teachers
to teach special education students as well. To him, cur-
rent practice simply lags behind current theory. Focusing
on the problems of the high school, Trippe concludes:
Special education is tuned to individual
differences, to relating to children as
individuals, and to belief in the funda-
mental worth of each child. Whether or
not regular teachers share these values
is not so important as the fact that,
too often, the ways in which schools are
run serve to deny the existence of these
values. Regular teachers are concerned
with groups of children (even when they
individualize) ; and as one moves from
pre-primary through the elementary school
to the secondary school, teachers become
more identified with their subject mat-
ters and academic discipline. The stu-
dents' individuality is sacrificed on
the alter of academic content (Ibid.,
p. 37).
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What emerges from this sample array of conflicting
opinions are two fundamental facts. First, the literature,
current methodologies and techniques for teaching special
in regular classrooms and schools are generally
contradictory, and confusing. Second, the law has evolved
to the point whereby students with special needs have a
i^ight to a substantially equal education within the confines
of our public schools.
The High School
The public high school selected for this study is
situated approximately 20 miles from Boston in a relatively
affluent suburban community of 14,000 people. There are
1,100 students divided among grades 9, 10, 11 and 12. The
professional staff consists of a principal, two assistant
principals, 70 classroom teachers, 5 special needs teachers,
6 guidance counselors, 9 department heads, a director of
media and library staff and a few aides. The English,
Foreign Language, Mathematics, Occupational Education,
Pupil Services (Guidance and Sepcial Needs) , Science and
Social Studies departments are similar in size with between
9-11 teachers. Fine Arts and Physical Education are half
the size of the other content areas.
The teaching staff has considerable experience as
shown on the following table:
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TABLE 1
TEACHING STAFF EXPERIENCE
The staff is roughly 55% male. Regular classroom teachers
teach a wide range of identified special needs students
from none to 20 or more. The table below partially illus-
trates the range:
TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS
BY TEACHER
No. of Classroom
Teachers
No. of Special Needs
Students You Teach
4 0
12 1-3
13 4-8
8 9-15
5 16-20
2 Above 20
4 Don ' t Know
22 No Response
The high school is comprehensive, offering a full
range of college preparatory courses, as well as courses
29
in woodworking, metal working, engineering drawing, music,
art, drama and a number of business offerings including
typing, small business management and business law.
The special needs program in the high school serves
approximately 120 students out of a total population of
more than 1100 students. Every student in the special needs
program spends at least five of their seven periods in a
regular class setting. The breakdown of students by proto-
type is as follows:
TABLE 3
SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS BY PROTOTYPE
No. of Students Prototype
12 502.1 (Monitoring)
98 502.2 (Less than 25% of
time out of the
regular program)
13 502.3 (Less than 50% of
time out of the
regular program)
5 No prototype (Diagnostic
teaching)
The typical special needs student is a 502.2 proto-
type and works with a special needs teacher in the resource
room between 3 to 5 scheduled periods per week. There is
a wide range of disabilities found in a high school special
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needs program. The total picture looks somewhat like a
pyramid:
TABLE 4
MAJOR SPECIAL NEEDS CATEGORIES
Students with severe
learning disabilities,
learning problems, emo-
tional and physical handi-
caps .
Students with moderate
learning disabilities,
learning problems, emo-
tional and physical
handicaps
.
Students with a combination
of low skills and organiza-
tion problems often
combined with poor school
affect.
In the particular high school studied, students receive some
course credit for the amount of time spent in the resource
room area. (The resource room area consisted of 5 rooms
and was staffed by 5 teachers. Each room was designed to
accommodate slightly different students although there was
overlap in terms of function because of the difficulty of
accommodating every students' and every teachers' schedule.)
The special needs teachers spend approximately 85% of
their time working in the resource area with special needs
students. Another 15% is divided between the procedures
and paperwork of satisfying the legal requirements of the
law and consulting with regular classroom teachers on what
tasks are appropriate for an individual special needs stu-
dent. As the law completes its 5th year, it is apparent
that more attention needs to be paid to the use of classroom
teachers
.
The Mandated Tasks of Ch. 766
The Ch. 766 regulations do not specifically mandate a
list of tasks that a high school special needs program must
implement. Rather, the law mandates that an individual
Educational Plan must be written for each student who is
designated as having special needs that by definition can-
not be met by the regular education program. An analysis
of all of the existing Educational Plans in the high school
reveals that a number of tasks are explicitly or implicitly
expected from classroom teachers. The following tasks were
extraced from an analysis of the Plans.
- referring students to the special needs program
for evaluation.
- devoting a greater portion of extra help time to
special needs students.
- writing individualized lesson plans for special
needs students.
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discounting spelling errors on tests and in class
assignments for students with specific learninqdisabilities.
- providing mimeographed outlines of class notes,
altering grading procedures for specific students,
providing tapes of important reading materials.
- waiving of some course assignments for students
with serious disabilities.
- facilitating some special needs students' efforts
to take tests in the resource room.
- providing typed sheets indicating all homework
assignments
.
- meeting weekly with a special needs teacher.
- writing daily or weekly checklists on a student's
behavior or academic performance.
- participating in 766 official core evaluation
meetings
.
- accepting oral, rather than written, reports from
specific students.
All of these tasks have some specific factors in
common. They require individual focus and attention on a
particular student. They require a varying amount of extra
effort from the normal routines of a classroom teacher.
They interact with and perhaps conflict with established
norms for classroom teachers. Consequently, an analysis
of the implementation of these tasks by teachers (and by
department) provides insight on how the implementation of
Ch. 766 has impinged on the organizational behavior of a
high school and how the classroom teacher has responded to
the mandated changes.
CHAPTER II.
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Organizational Behavior: Framework £or Analysis
"Organizational behavior is concerned with the study
of the behavior, attitudes, and performance of workers in
an organizational setting; the organization's and informal
group's effect on the worker's perceptions, feelings, and
actions; the environment's effect on the organization and
its hum>an resources and goals; and the effect of the
workers on the organization and its effectiveness" (Ivance-
vich, 1977, p. 3). In the past seventy-five years, the
research and literature of organizational behavior focusing
on one or more factors in Ivancevich's definition has under-
gone some broad new directions and some subtle shifts of
analysis. The following table taken from Ownes (1970) gives
an overview of the field:
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TABLE 5
GROWTH OF ADMINISTRATIVE THEORY
Approximate
Tii'e Period
Label Applied
to the Theory
Representative
Concepts
1900-1930
1
Classical Theory 1
1
i
Line and staff;
span of control;
unity of command.
1930-1950 Human Relations
Theory
Morale; group
dynamics; parti-
cipative super-
vision .
1950-Present Behavioral Theory Role-reference
groups ; leader
behavior.
Emerging as a new category for studying organization, is
contingency theory. This approach uses all of the concepts
of the theories which preceded it, additionally it in-
cludes research on and analysis of the relevant variables
in a particular situation. The analysis has gradually
shifted from studying ideal formal structures and/or
studying what motivates individuals working in these
structures, to how the individuals in an organization
adapt themselves and their organizations to changing situ-
ations within and impinging upon the organization. The
current approach seeks ideal solutions to each individual
situation.
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According to Rice (1971), organization theory is
undergoing drastic change because of the realization that
a manager's influence on an organization's behavior is
neither overwhelming or even dominant. "The influence of
social custom, law, informal group mores, union contracts,
etc.
,
appear to be much more crucial than the early or-
9^^izational theorists realized. ... a manager does not
so much decide what is to be done and issue orders, but
rather spends his time seeking ways of influencing people
and adapting machinery to accomplish goals which he believes
possible" (Rice, 1971, p. 7).
There are three levels of analysis in organizational
behavior; the individual, the group, and the formal or-
ganization. Analysis of the individual, focuses on the
interrelationships between psychological factors and work
roles. Analysis of the group studies such characteristics
as group structure, process, development and cohesion.
Analysis of the formal organization examines size, for-
malization policies, organizational climate, centraliza-
tion and decentralization, locus of decision-making, the
influence of the environment, etc. Further, within each
level (Ivancevich, 1977, pp. 9-10) one can focus on one
or a combination of elements that exist in any organiza-
tion. Specifically, these include people, behaviors,
goals, norms, rules or regulations controlling behavior.
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the beliefs of the people, status and relationships, au-
thority to influence other people, and role expectations,
performance and relationships (Ibid., p. 7).
Virtually every study on organizational behavior can
be categorized by its broad general theory (classical, human
relations, behavioral), its level of analysis, and the spe-
cific elements under study. These studies are also
organized by the major conceptual tools that the researcher
uses. Silverman (1970) points cut that Roethlisberger
,
Dickison and Mayo used the notion of "social man committed
to his work group" as their conceptual tool. Argyis and
Likert focused on the "hierarchy of personality needs and
on self-actualization" as the most important motivating
factor. Selznick and Parsons were concerned with the "dy-
namic equilibrium of systems which adjust to threats to the
system's survival". Trist, Rice and Emergy organized their
work around the "impact of technology and market demands
upon organization form". Any study then chooses among
competing and overlapping ideas of how organizations behave
in order to explain and predict what is happening and why
within a particular organization.
Scott, in a much cited article on the subject of or-
ganization theory, distinguished between modern organiza-
tional theory, and both classical and neoclassical (human
relations) approaches. "The distinctive qualities of
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modern organizational theory are its conceptual -- analyti-
cal base, its reliance on empirical research data and,
above all, its integrating nature. These qualities are
framed in a philosophy which accepts the premise that the
only meaningful way to study organization is to study it
as a system" (Tosi, ed.
, 1975, pp. 17-18).
According to Scott, modern organization theory shifts
the conceptual level of organizational study above the
classical and neoclassical theories and asks a range of in-
terrelated questions such as:
1. VJhat are the strategic parts of the system?
2. What is the nature of their mutual dependency?
3. What are the main processes in the system which
link the parts together, and facilitate their adjustments.
To Scott, the important parts of the system for pur-
poses of analysis are the individual, the formal structure,
the informal organization, status and role patterns, and
the physical environment (Ibid., pp. 18-19). Scott con-
cludes that modern organization theory is not a unified
body of thought. "Each writer and researcher has his
special emphasis when he considers the system. Perhaps
the most evident unifying thread in the study of systems
is the effort to look at the organization in its totality"
( Ibid.
,
p. 18 )
.
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The Diamond Model of Organizational Behavior
Dalton, Lawrence, and Grenier (Dalton, 1970, p. 20)
utilize a diamond model to organize the important parts of
the system into an interrelated totality. A school, or any
organization, can be viewed as a diamond shaped model with
four interrelated parts.
Tasks
All organizations perform tasks. For schools, the teach-
ing, counseling, and administrative activities and the
hundreds of sub-activities in each category make up the
myriad tasks that are performed to achieve the school's
basic goals.
In schools, these tasks are almost exclusively per-
formed by people. It is both self-evident and complex
that the people in a school have different abilities,
background, expectations and attitudes.
The people do not perform tasks in a vacuum. There
is a formal organizational system with a designated struc-
ture, specific roles, a measurement and control system.
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recruitment policy, salary policy, etc. These roles,
rules, and procedures make up the organizational variables
of the model.
Even a casual observer of a particular school guickly
understands that the formal rules and procedures coexist
with a social system of norms, shared values and informal
rules that help determine how people should act in a given
situation. All four dimensions — tasks, people, organiza-
tional variables and social system are interrelated. A
change in one creates a change in each of the others. They
are the parameters for everything that occurs or does not
occur within the organization. There are, in fact, thou-
sands of studies on each of these variables and their
affects on the performance of an organization. What follows
is a brief review of tasks, organizational variables, and
social system in order to clarify their meaning to this
dissertation.
Tasks . Wilson in an article on innovation refers to the
"task structure" in organizations. The impact of particu-
lar tasks on the organization increases when either the
number of different tasks increased and/or the proportion
of non-routine tasks increases. Obviously, routine or
programmed tasks are more easily controlled by the organi-
zation than the non-routine ones (Rowe, Ed., 1973, p. 34).
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terminant of organizational structure:
CThe basic proposition is thaO . . .
the greater the uncertainty of the task.,
the greater the amount of information
that has to be processed between deci-
sion makers during its execution. If
the task is well understood prior to
performing it, much of the activity can
be preplanned. If it is not understood,
then during the actual execution of the
task more knowledge is acquired which
leads to changes in resource allocations,
schedules and priorities. All of these
changes require information processing
during task performance (Galbraith, 1973,
p. 4) .
Two similar distinctions, task difficulty and task
variability, are utilized by Hellriegel and Slocum. Task
difficulty refers to the degree to which the work itself
is easily understandable and that there are well defined
procedures for performing tasks. Task variability refers
to the degree to which exceptional or non-routine problems
are experienced that also require different or new proce-
dures for doing the work (Hellriegel, 1976, p. 440).
Regular classroom teaching is generally considered to be
high on task difficulty (Miles and Charles, 1970; Schmuck,
1971 and 1977)
,
and with the introduction of special edu-
cation tasks, task variability obviously increased as well.
Organizational variables. The organizational variables
that Dalton et. al. are referring to are those that make
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up the formal structure of an organization: what Leavitt
means by the systems of communication, systems of authority
(and other roles), and systems of workflow (Leavitt, 1965,
P* 1144) . This part of the diamond model is concerned with
the formal structure which is "Planned and specified via
official channels of communication with the intent that it
will be used by the organizations members" (Weilend, 1976,
p. 56).
The notion here is that to a certain extent every in-
stitution is organized into some form of a "bureaucratic
model" with a structural strategy. Hellriegel and Slocum
(1976) suggest that there are six dimensions which could
be considered organization variables: hierarchy of au-
thority, division of labor, rules, procedural specifica-
tions, impersonality, and technical competence.
One further dimension of the formal structure is the
designated occupational roles. The concept of role is one
that falls somewhere on the line between the "organizational
variable" point and the "social system" point of the diamond
model. The origin of roles in an organization are the task
requirements. A teacher, a principal, and a guidance
counselor are all examples of occupation roles which are a
formal part of the structure of any school. Role, as de-
fined in Chapter One, is "the legitimately expected be-
havior of persons in a particular position in the social
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system'. What is confusing about the concept of "role" is
that it can be used in a broad sense to refer to occupa-
tional position or a narrower sense to mean such notions
as leader, follower, or helper. Further, one person in an
organization fills an occupational role simultaneously with
many other roles.
There are numerous studies on the impact that the for-
mal organizational variables have on the success of the
organization as a whole. Most of these studies have been
directed towards industry. Steers has summarized some of
the more famous studies by stating that structural variables
of centraliztion, specialization, formalization, organiza-
tional size, and work group size are seen as negatively
correlated to the positiveness of employee attitudes.
"Employees tend to become more satisfied when they have an
opportunity to accept more responsibility, when their tasks
provide them with greater variety involvement, when rules
and regulations are kept at a minimum and when the organi-
zation and work group are of a modest size" (Steers, 1977,
p. 68). On the other hand, "functional specialization and
organization size are generally positively related to in-
creased efficiency and program innovation" (Ibid., p. 68).
The criteria of productivity might be achieved at the
expense of job satisfaction. For our purposes, it is
possible that increased specialization and growth of a
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sp6cial needs department in a school may solve some prob-
lems as it is simultaneously creating others.
Steers also reviewed the relationship of technology
and structure. Technology is not limited to machines but
also may be found inside of one's head. Technology indi-
cates the expertise that professionals bring to the job
(Wieland, 1976, p. 73). The evidence tends to lead to a
growing conclusion that "organizational effectivenss is
largely a result of the extent to which an organization
can successfully match its technology with an appropriate
structure" (Steers, 1977, p. 83). This is certainly the
conclusion of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) and is an im-
portant consideration in the analysis section of this dis-
sertation where we examine the structural changes in the
school that were made to meet the changing technology and
tasks demanded by Ch. 766 legislation.
Social system . The informal structure — or social system
— is "unspecified, unwritten, and unplanned" (Weiland,
1976, p. 56). Likert, and other human relations theorists,
consider the informal structure to be more significant in
determining organizational behavior than the formal struc-
ture. As pointed out by Blau and Scott,
It is impossible to understand the
nature of a formal organization without
investigating the networks of informal
relations and the unofficial norms as
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well as the formal hierarchy of au-
thority and the official body of rules,
since the formally instituted and the
informally emerging patterns are in-
extricably intertwined. The distinc-
tion between the formal and the informal
aspects of organization life is only an
analytical one and should not be reified,
there is only one actual organization
(Blau, 1962, p. 6).
The major difference betv/een the form.al organizational
variables and the informal social system variables is that
"the formal organization has officially prescribed goals
and relationships while the informal one does not" (Luthans,
1977, p. 374).
Philip Selznick,in a well known article written
thirty-five years ago, stated that the informal social
system served a number of functions, two of which are im-
portant for this dissertation: (a) it helped control the
behavior of members of the worker group; and (b) it acts
as a mechanism for the expression of personal relation-
ships for which the formal organization does not provide
(bitterer, 1963, p. 146). Selznick also pointed out three
important characteristics of the social system: it arises
spontaneously; the basis of the relationships are personal,
involving factors of prestige, acceptance within the group,
friendship ties, etc.; and the relationships are power
relationships, oriented toward techniques of control
( Ibid.
,
p. 146)
.
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The social system has the possibility of helping
achieve an organization's goals, hindering the goals or
having no affect at all. This informal social system de-
velops because of different status positions held by
occupants of similar or slightly differing occupational
roles. Luthans recognizes four status positions: (1)
group leader; (2) member of the primary group; (3) fringe
status; and (4) out status. Schematically, those positions
can be related as follows:
(Luthans, 1977, p. 375)
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It is possible, even predictable, that the acceptance or
rejection of many of the mandated tasks of Ch. 766 legis-
lation will occur because of the decisions made by informal
small groups of teachers — groups that would not show up
on any formal organization chart.
Roles and role conflict . Under the heading of social sys-
tem, additional discussion is needed on the relationship
of roles and norms to the overall functioning of the or-
ganization. The concept of role suggests that while
certain methods of carrying out duties of a position are
imposed by others surrounding the person holding the posi-
tion, there is additionally the potential for individualized
interpretations of the way the position should be handled
(Prichard, 1973, p. 105) . Weber noted that the functions
of a bureaucracy are distributed in extremely fixed ways
and labeled as official duties. Such codification is in-
tended to insure a minimum amount of overlapping in duties
attached to particular positions and thus prevent personal
antagonism, as well as create conditions for high effi-
ciency and productivity. However, according to Prichard,
the teacher does not appear to be subject to fixed regula-
tions to the same extent as other workers including the
role of principal and superintendent (Ibid., p. 131).
An occupation role such as teacher consists of a set
of norms that apply to the position itself. Norms develop
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around the dominant on-going functions of the social sys-
tem. Norms give cognitive support to the behavior in which
people are engaged. Norms can be social, moral or institu-
tional in nature. The potential for conflicting norms and
role conflicts often increases with every new task and new
formal policy added to a particular role.
Conflict is no longer seen as automatically indicating
a breakdown of the organization or failure of management.
Hampton (1978) identifies three important settings for or-
ganizational conflict: generalist — specialists relations;
workflow; and role conflict. The addition of special needs
teachers to a typical teaching faculty increases the factor
of generalist specialist relations within a school. The
infrequent and intermittent interactions between resource
teachers and classroom teachers combined with the increased
need for cooperation is a work flow problem which enhances
the possibility for conflict. Role conflict has obviously
increased as well. Katz and Kahn define role conflict as
the "simultaneous occurrence of two (or more) role sendings
such that compliance with one would make more difficult
compliance with the other" (Katz, 1966, p. 184).
They describe four types of conflict:
1. conflict when a single role sender communicates
incompatible expectations to the focal person;
2. conflict when two or more role senders communi-
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cate incompati Ibe expectations;
3. conflict when the expectations for one role
played by the focal person are in conflict with one or
more of his other roles; and
4. conflict when sent roles are in conflict with
the individual's own needs and values.
All four of these conflicts are likely to occur as a result
of the increased demands on the classroom teacher (focal
person of this study) brought about by Ch. 766 legislation.
Finally, Dalton (1973) summarizes three organiza-
tional conditions which are necessary to lower the frequency
of interdepartmental conflict (conflict which is similar to,
but broader than all of the conflicts mentioned above)
.
These conditions are:
1. internal social stability within each unit;
2. external value-sharing between parties; that is,
they are aware of their interdependence and agree on the
values and objectives of the larger unit of which they are
a part; and
3. a legitimate authority hierarchy; both parties
agree to relative status, authority, and interaction flow.
The Differentiation and Integration Model
Differentiation and integration are two interrelated
concepts which serve as the primary tools of this disserta-
Research by Gabbaro (1974) suggests that effectivetion.
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organizational adaptation to major environmental change
requires differentiation among groups within an organiza-
tion. Simultaneously, effective organizational adaptation
requires a degree of collaboration or integration among
many groups within the organization. There is, then, a
built-in creative tension between the required states of
differentiation and integration within any organization.
Careful analysis of these states can help explain why one
organization differs from another and reacts more or less
effectively to outside mandated change.
The development of the concepts of differentiation
and integration into a model for analytical usage comes
largely from the works of Paul Lawrence and Jay Lorsch.
Derr summarized the major postulate of the Lawrence and
Lorsch model:
1. human organizations are open systems . . . and
they therefore function in relation to their own external
environments
;
2. the organization must segment itself into parts
to be able to meet the pluralistic demands of its external
subenvironments
;
3. segmentation produces specialized administrators
with different cognitive, emotional, and attitudinal orien-
tations toward their work, and the state of these different
orientations is called "differentiation ;
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4. as a result of differentiation in the organiza-
tion, interpersonal conflicts between administrators may
be inevitable, and consequently, it may be difficult for
some administrators to collaborate;
5. however, some persons and units in the organiza—
tion may be required to collaborate (integrate)
,
whether or
not they are in conflict, so that the organization can meet
the needs of the greater environment;
6. a working relationship that enhances collabora-
tion between those required to work together is called
"integration," and integration may be adversely affected by
the interpersonal conflicts that are a result of differen-
tiation;
7. an optimal solution is to meet simultaneously
both environmental requirements (differentiation and
integration) ; and
8. a way for an organization to achieve high states
of both differentiation and integration simultaneously is
to resolve conflicts in such a way that those required to
work together learn to collaborate while they are en-
couraged to appreciate and protect their differences
(Derr, 1971, pp. 1-2).
Differentiation . As stated, differentiation is not merely
a division of labor or the specialization of knowledge.
Lawrence and Lorsch have refined the concept to mean "dif-
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ferences between subunits in the cognitive and emotional
orientations of their members". Differences can exist
along many orientations. Lawrence and Lorsch specifically
researched differences in four dimensions: goal orienta-
tion, time orientation, interpersonal orientation, and
variation in the formality of structure. The criteria used
for each of these dimensions is as follows:
1. goal orientation — the fact that different units
have different goals within the organization which will
range from concentrated to diffuse;
2. time orientation — the need for feedback and re-
sults in the short or long term;
3. interpersonal orientation — the degree of con-
cern about people as opposed to task;
4. formality of structure — the extent to which an
organization's subunits exhibit differences in rules, pro-
cedures, and other controlling processes.
The degree of differentiation is related to the
certainty or uncertainty of the total environment of the
organization and the environment of its department or sub-
units. All organizations attempt to adjust their orienta-
tions to the environmental requirements, some with more
success then others.
Integration . With increased differentiation comes a need
for collaboration or integration. The state of differen-
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tiation in the effective organization is consistent with
the diversity of the parts of the environment and the
state of integration is consistent with the environmental
demand for interdependence. By integration, Lawrence and
Lorsch mean the guality of the state of collaboration that
exists among departments that are required to achieve unity
of effort by the demands of the environment" (Lawrence,
1969, p. 11). The determination of who has to work together
(and how much) to accomplish the purposes of the organiza-
tion decides the requirements for integration (Derr, 1971,
p. 26) .
Lawrence and Lorsch tested the relationship between
differentiation and integration in a comparative study of
food, plastics, and container industries. What began as
search for an ideal way of organizing the structure of any
company, ended with the elements of contingency theory of
organization. Lawrence and Lorsch concluded that each in-
dustry and each institution would have different orienta-
tions towards the dimensions of differentiation and
different requirements for integration. Lawrence and
Lorsch start with the interplay between any major part of
the organization and its relevant external environment.
It is clear, for example, that the orientation towards
time (need for immediate or long term results) is different
in a sales and a research department of a given firm. Or,
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that a research lab will generally have a less formal
structure than a production department. The appropriate
or inappropriate orientation has to do with the require-
ments of the environment, not whether time orientation
itself is short or long, or the structure of a department
is formal or loose.
A matrix by Labovitz catergorizes the interplay
between environment and organizations.
RELATIONSHIP
OF
ENVIRONMENT
AND
ORGANIZATION
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Most industries lie somewhere between the extremes of
total change or total stability. Consequently movement
along each of the four "organizational features" is ex-
pected. The ability of an institution to accurately pre-
dict the needs of the environment and adapt these features
is a crucial determinant in the success or failure of the
organization.
Lawrence and Lorsch's research shows that effective
organizations in highly diverse environments were able to
attain a high degree of integration despite their high
level of differentiation because they were more effective
at decision-making and resolving interdepartmental con-
flicts .
School personnel seldom, if ever, dwell on the con-
cepts of differentiation and integration. Traditionally
schools have been relatively undifferentiated and poorly
integrated. The structure of the typical. high school is
segmented into subject matter departments, a pupil services
department, and an administrative unit. The assumption
has been that segmentation into subject matter departments
has not led to a corresponding high degree of differentia-
tion. From an inside perspective, the concerns of the
mathematics department contrasted with the concerns of
English may seem far apart. However, when one compares
a school with an industrial company it's apparent that the
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between a sales and production department are
probably far greater than the differences between a mathe-
matics and English department. There is some concern over
the integration of maintenance tasks which affect all de-
partments, such as disciplinary procedures, course
requirements and general school morale. However, virtually
all teachers focus almost all of their energy on their own
classrooms and departmental affairs.
The vertical structure of a typical high school is
also relatively flat compared to most organizations. The
chain of command from principal, assistant principal, de-
partment head to teacher is relatively short. Furthermore,
unlike many institutions, the bottom of the structure is
often considered to have equal status (but not salary) with
the top. Many teachers do not aspire to any of the three
positions above them because they derive their professional
satisfaction from teaching not administration. It is also
true that some teachers have as much or more power than
either their department head or assistant principal because
of the prestige they have developed teaching a particular
subject or course.
The relatively low state of differentiation within a
school can lead to role conflicts and consequently a
relatively low state of integration. Schools are not de-
signed to accommodate many diverse functions. Little time
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is sp0nt on collsboirstiv© ©ifoirts. Only th© pirincipal
( sssist©nt pirincip©!) tiraditionally ci©vot©s ©
major amount of tim© and ©ffort to int©grating th© units
or r©solving conflicts.
A major question exists as to whether or not schools
are appropriately designed to meet the expanded demands of
the past decade. While there might be wide-spread disagree-
ment among parents on what a school should offer, virtually
all would agree that the school is being asked to take on
more and more functions. Fifty years ago schools could
count on a significant amount of troubled, handicapped and/
or low achieving students to leave school for early entry
into low skilled employment. The changing labor market has
meant that virtually every student in suburban high schools
remain in school until graduation. The school has to meet
the needs of a far more diverse student body. This change
brings attention to the concepts of differentiation and in-
tegration even though school personnel have not traditionally
thought in terms of these concepts (or Lawrence and Lorsch's
model) as a way of analyzing the effectiveness of their
organization.
The demands of special needs students have always
created some problems for the typically organized high
school. Where once a segmented, relatively hidden track
or program was sufficient, the legal impetus for better
58
services and mainstreaming has created new organizational
problems. The special needs unit has become a less hidden,
more integral part of the high school. The teachers of
these units have become more specialized with greater ad-
vanced training. Most important, the students represent a
much greater cross-section of the student population (the
definition of special needs has broadened) and they spend
most of their time within the regular high school program.
The D and I model becomes useful as a tool to analyze
the changes that are taking place. An analysis would begin
with a comparison of actual and required differentiation
that has occurred because of the mandated change of the 766
law. It would include a determination of required integra-
tion; that is, "who has to work together (and how much) to
accomplish the purposes of the organization" (Derr, 1971,
p. 26)
.
Finally, it would analyze the nature of the
school's conflict — • resolution strategy necessitated by
the invariant relationship of differentiation and integra-
tion.
Organization and Innovation in Schools ;
A Review of the Literature
Chapter One referred to the conceptual and practical
(difficulties involved in studying the implementation pro
cess. Special mention was made of the Rand Study (see also
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p. 71) which attempted to build a model to explain the im-
plementation process of federal educational legislation
into local school systems. A further reference was made
to the Fhrrararticle which indicated that two factors in
studying the implementation process included shifting the
focus to the periphery (where policy is practiced) and
shifting to more complex conceptions of the implementation
process itself. Through the use of two models of organiza-
tional behavior, both of which systematically include the
complex variables that are affected by implementation and
change, this dissertation hopes to shed light on the pro-
cess .
There has also been a brief description of some
characteristics of schools as organizations or institutions.
A further review of the literature on schools provides a
demarkation of schools from other organizations. Bidwell
(1965) described four assumptions about schools as organi-
zations :
1. They are client serving;
2. The role structure of a school contains a
fundamental dichotomy between student and staff roles;
3. School systems are to some degree bureaucratic;
4. Rationalized activities are necessary for school
functioning.
Carlson (1965) elaborates on the first assumption
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when he distinguishes among organizations based on the
criteria they use to select their clients and whether or
not they have organizational control over admission. Pub-
lic schools (unlike businesses, hospitals, and universities)
are similar to prisons in that the clients receive the
services on a mandatory basis and there is a possibility
that some clients have no real desire for their services.
He further states that schools are "not compelled to attend
to all of the ordinary and usual needs of an organization"
(Ibid., p. 266). In essence, schools do not compete for
clients, their existence is guaranteed, funds are not tied
closely to performance, and their "adaptation function" is
likely to be non-existent or atrophied, causing schools to
be low to adapt and slow to change.
Miles (1964) cites some essential properties of
schools which correspond to and further explain Bidwell's
assumptions. First, schools have goals which are vaguely
stated, multiple in nature and often conflicting. Com-
pounding this problem is the wide variability in the
clients who are expected to achieve these goals. Second,
schools have "task accomplishment mechanisms" which cause
movement towards some goals but simultaneously limit the
actual range of possible movement. Of particular interest
to this dissertation are such properties as the invisi-
bility of the role performance of teachers, the fact that
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role performance is sometimes judged on "once removed"
criteria (such as number of graduate courses taken)
,
the
informal norms which support autonomy and prohibit inter-
ference, and the low degree of upward mobility and role
differentiation among teachers. "The teacher is on rails,
almost nothing can be done to alter the role performance
short of radical structure change" (Miles, 1964, pp. 9-10).
Miles continues by noting that schools have internal
integration problem.s caused by low staff interdependence
and poor staff linkages. Finally, he notes that schools
are characterized by vulnerability and defensiveness be-
cause demands and criticism can come into the system at
almost any point. The result often includes a kind of
"seige mentality" on the part of the staff combined with
an overall "organizational passivity". Predictably to
Miles and others, schools are extremely difficult to change.
There is, as Bidwell stated, a rationalized series of
activities that do take place in schools. Charters (1970)
in describing the work structure of the school delineates
the basic school task.
The central task performed in the
school. . .consists first in arranging
sets of events from which learning
is expected to occur and second in
inducing pupils to expose themselves
to the events. The set of goals are
graduated in complexity and cover a
variety of subject matter...
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The elementary school is divided by the age-grade of the
pupil, and its teachers specialize in children of a given
age. High schools, the target of this study, are strictly
departmentalized by subject matter and the teacher spe-
cializes in a given subject. The process of teaching, which
is the most basic task of schools, is only routinized with
much difficulty. There is a large discrepancy in schools
between most educational goals and our knowledge of pre-
cisely what work operations are required to achieve them.
In addition to teaching, schools have non-instruc-
tional activities for which they are responsible. Charters,
Katz and Kahn and others refer to the bulk of these activi-
ties as maintenance functions. First, there are input-output
functions which serve to maintain the school system in a
satisfactory relationship with its environment. These in-
clude such important tasks as the recruitment of teachers
and also the certification of students (year by year and
when students enter the labor force or college) . Then
there are work-coordination functions which serve to
maintain and enhance the coherence and effectiveness of
the organization of tasks within the system.
In the high school, work coordination functions are
the myriad of tasks which have to do with scheduling stu-
dents, with insuring that each department teaches its
courses at appropriate levels, and with the school-wide
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meetings devoted to overall school problems and goals. Any
time a new set of teaching tasks are established, mainten-
ance and work-coordination functions will change as well.
It is likely that the assistant principals and department
heads will consequently have an increased amount of work
that they are required to do.
Schmuck reviews the literature on the special features
of schools. He writes that schools are "low-interdependent
systems in which roles are minimally differentiated from
each ocher, barely integrated, and carried out invisibly,
i.e., outside the range of colleague support and sanction"
(Schmuck, 1971, p. 16). He refers to a study by Sieber in
1968 which notes the quasi-professionalism of teachers
which "promotes status insecurity, ritualistic use of pro-
cedures and scanty communication among staff members".
Sieber also suggests that the formal coordination and con-
trol structures of a school tend to induce pressures toward
the "processing of cohorts" — the cohorts being batches of
students — rather than individualizing of teaching and
learning and toward the watering down of innovation (Ibid.
,
p. 16).
Commenting specifically on the teacher’s role,
Elumberg and Schmuck noted that its isolated, individuated
character encourages an acollaborative stance.
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The typical principal' a preoccupation
over effective contact wirh each teacher
is reinforced by the low level of organ-
izational complexity of the school
(usually only two cr three hierarchical
levels) . Thus teachers and administrators
alike tend to deal with each other on a
‘^riG~to~on0 mfcriTial basis, avoidiiig ques-
tion of overall coordination, collabora-
tive work, change, and development (itid.,
p. 17).
Both Schelecty (1976) and Anderson (1966) provide
insight into the difficulty teachers have with the critical
concept of individualizing instruction. Schelecty notes
that "programs v/hich try to individualize both means and
ends are likely to fail . . . because the-’ require a sig-
nificant structural shift in the mode of school organiza-
tion" (Schelecty, 1976, p. 221). Anderson places the
difficulty on the fact the teacher's responsibility exceeds
his authority. While the teachers are responsible for the
progress, conduct and well-being of their students, they do
not have the authority to control the wide range of social,
personal and technical factors that operate in and cn the
schools
.
An example occurs in the case of the
oeacher who is responsible for teaching
subject matter to a class which may
consist of a widely varying group of
low ability students, discipline cases,
and emotionally disturbed children.
Here he does not have the authority
to control a whole host of variables
chat will seriously affect the progress
of this group, yet he is responsible
for deirionstrating some progress with
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each child. Also, he lacks the spe-
cialized knowledge to deal with prob-
lems that may involve psychological
and sociological elements in addition
to those of content mastery and
methodology (Anderson, 1966, p. 24).
According to Anderson, as a result of this mismatch of
authority to responsibility, there is a tendency for
teachers to minimize responsibility in those instances
where no precedent for action exists. The teacher shifts
the responsibility upward to higher levels of the hierarchy.
"Problems that are difficult to solve are gotten rid of by
the teacher" (Ibid.
,
p. 24)
.
Schelecty pinpoints the structural dilemma of indi-
vidualization with the insight that when teachers and ad-
ministrators speak of individualization working or not
working they are not referring to student achievement.
Rather, they are referring to the ability of their school
system to accommodate the program with minor tensions or
conflict. "To say that a program of individualized in-
struction failed to work is most likely to mean that the
organization dislocations created by the program were not
accommodated in or by the school system" (Schlecty, 1976,
p. 217).
Inside high school . Philip Cusick's book Inside High
School (1973) is a participant observation study of one
high school. While its primary focus is on student peer
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group relations, it provides rich description of the socio-
cultural characteristics of the school's organization and
of the role of the classroom teacher. Furthermore, it is
virtually the only recent source devoted solely to the
properties of and life within a high school. According to
Cusick "the basic purpose of the institution is to articu-
late a specific body of knowledge, skills, and behavioral
patterns in the form of a curriculum and then pass this
curriculum on to students" (Cusick, 1973, p. 209). Cusick
identifies nine characteristics of the institution:
1. Subject matter speciality
2. Vertical organization
3. Doctrine of adolescent inferiority
4. Downward communication
5. Batch processing of students
6. Routinization of activity
7. Rules and regulations
8. Future reward oriented
9. A supporting physical structure (Ibid., p. 209)
From these characteristics Cusick identifies the intended
effects on high school students. In his opinion, students
are denied freedom, students are massed, and students are
undifferentiated. All three of these effects, if true,
would seriously limit the ability to individualize instruc-
for special needs students as a part of any serioustion
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mainstreaming effort.
At the same time, the organization of the high school
places at least as many constraints on teachers as it does
upon students. Cusick cites four particular constraints:
a whole school schedule, specific maintenance (record keep-
ing, discipline) details, a set room with limited possi-
)^ilities for moving the chairs, and community opposition to
too much deviance (Ibid., pp. 38-39).
Since the school is divided into rec-
tangular rooms and the curriculum into
clearly delineated fragments, it is
only logical that the day should be
similarly divided to create an inte-
grated whole. In sum, the building,
the organizational structure, and the
day are all carefully structured to
facilitate the process of the
teacher passing on his particular
speciality to batches of students
(Ibid.
,
p. 17)
.
Cusick draws additional attention to problems inherent
in specific classroom interaction. The typical classroom
teacher in this high school spends valuable time with pro-
cedural and maintenance details. When the teacher and
students are "presumably" tuned into the subject matter,
there is simply no assurance that any single student is
getting the points made by the teacher. Furthermore, when
the teacher's attention is tuned to a student who is exhi-
biting some sort of individualistic behavior, the rest of
the students are, for that moment, reduced to a state of
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spectatorship (Ibid., p. 33). The result, according to
Cusick, is one that could have serious implications for
many special needs students in a regular classroom.
Teachers often defense against disruptiveness by sticking
to the subject matter and by interacting only with those
students who are paying close attention (Ibid.
,
p. 52) .
Innovation and change in schools . The literature on the
organizational behavior of schools is pessimistic about
educators or legislators being able to change schools.
This seems to be particularly true of the often debated,
but seldom implemented, innovation — individualizing in-
struction. Yet virtually all of the Ch. 766 tasks identi-
fied in the first chapter (p. 31) are tasks aimed at
individualizing instruction.
The most optimistic statement on change comes from
Aslin in his broad review of the history of secondary
education in America, On a general note, Aslin claims
that "Since 1900, major changes have taken place in or-
ganizational structure and educational practice in public
high schools. The consolidation of small high schools
into larger units; the junior high/middle school movement;
the comprehensive high school concept all were developed
to meet the demands and needs of the communities which
supported public high schools in the United States" (Aslin,
1976
,
pp. 602-603)
.
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Aslin states that in recent years "there developed
demands for curriculum, instructional, and staffing changes."
In an ironic way this might point to the change dilemma. It
is perhaps easier for Americans to build buildings, combine
town practices, or add courses and departments than it is to
modify the curriculum, improve instructional practices and
change the role attributes of classroom teachers.
Aslin continues with a review of the conclusions of
the broad based Cavelti study of 1967 on school based inno-
vation :
1. The diffusion rate of innovations had been speeded
up considerably from that established by Mort due to the
influence of federal legislation, public interest, and
leadership by imaginative educators.
2. There was considerable variation among schools
and states in the rate of innovation.
3. Innovation was motivated as much or more by the
"bandwagon" phenomenon as by theories of instruction of
learning.
4. The haphazard way changes were introduced into
schools led to highly uneven efforts across the country.
5. Large, public, suburban high schools with large
per-pupil expenditures tended to be the most adaptable
institutions" (Ibid., p. 603).
While these five points provide us with some in-
70
sights on the general problem of innovation in schools,
Aslin's distinction between innovations which suffer high
abandonment versus those which meet greater acceptance is
more helpful to the specifics of this study. In general,
innovations suffering high abandonment are those which
tend to be complex, expensive, and difficult to administer.
The most durable innovations are generally "simpler, less
expensive, easier to administer, and in some cases, can be
developed and implemented by individual teachers without
affecting other on-going programs of the school or the
existing structural framework" (Ibid., p. 606). Aslin con-
cludes that one of the conditions for durable change may be
to "develop strategies encouraging decentralized, less
sophisticated practices which can be directed by the
teacher, rather than requiring considerable administrative
attention" (Ibid., p. 606).
Mann supports the contention that innovation must
focus on the teacher when he states an almost obvious, but
insightful, fact.
In the context of innovation, what
teachers are already doing repre-
sents their best professional and
personal judgment. They haven't
wanted to change because they
believe in what they are already
doing" (Mann, 1977, p. 7).
Mann almost parodies recent innovations in education when
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he considers the words we use to describe them: humane,
open, child-centered, individually prescribed, learner
paced, teacher facilitated, and peer mediated.
All those words imply a profound trans-
formation in the authority structure
of the classroom. Professors, feds,
and superintendents can talk about
terms like 'innovation,' 'improvement,'
and 'renewal,' but the teachers know
that it is their authority structure
we are trifling with (Ibid., p. 7).
Finally, Mann is critical of most staff development
projects because they spend most of their resources on the
teachers who volunteered for the training. "But the volun-
teers were not necessarily the part of the staff most in
need of improved methods of teaching" (Ibid., p. 8).
The Rand Study of Educational Change . The Rand
Study (1975) includes a section which summarizes the
literature on educational innovations. It somewhat deva-
statingly begins its summary with the thought-provoking
statement that "the literature on educational innovations
is vast and may be increasing at a faster rate than the
innovations themselves" (Berman, 1975, p. 3). Rand divides
its summary into two broad categories: project or policy
studies, and analytical treatments of the problems and
processes of planned change in education. In the first
category Rand notes:
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The case study literature abo mds with
claims of 'success' but data are seldom
presented to document or support these
conclusions. Indeed, the great major-
ity of these reports more nearly
resemble public relations documents
rather than objective evaluations of
project outcomes.
Although there appears to be some agree-
ment about which broad strategies have
been 'successful' -- that is, indivi-
dualized instruction, open classrooms,
team teaching — on balance, this
anecdotal literature is intriguing but
it is neither convincing nor helpful to
the issue addressed here (Ibid., p. 3).
The case study method described here fails on two counts.
First, it does not test theories of change or identify
components of success or failure that helps educators to
learn from the described experiences. Second, the project
model generally looks at the innovative program apart from
its institutional context. The review makes particular
reference to studies of individualized instruction — a
basic task under study in this dissertation — and notes
that:
Goodlad (1970) found that many schools
claiming to have individualized instruc-
tion had, in fact, merely adopted new
labels for traditional practices, that
reported changes were pro forma, and
that day-to-day activities and be-
haviors of teachers and others in the
school setting remained fundamentally
unchanged (Ibid., p. 4).
The Rand Study draws two negative conclusions about policy
study literature:
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1. Variations in student outcomes have not been
consistently related to variations in treatments, once
non-school factors are held constant.
2. "Successful" projects lack stability and export-
ability.
The review mentions three possible explanations for
these conclusions. First, incremental changes cumulate
more slowly than the time frame of the studies. Second,
identified causal variables that change over time and
across sites have intervened. Third, important institu-
tional variables have not been identified.
In sum, the findings presented by the
program and policy studies do little
more than suggest the overall problem
— that of the apparent ineffective-
ness and instability of innovative
efforts. But the literature provides
no help in casting the problem in
comprehensive and operational terms
(Ibid.
,
p. 6)
.
The analytical literature on planned change in educa-
tion focuses on the institutional aspects of educational
innovation.
This literature asserts that there
are institutional factors that in-
fluence the success or failure of an
innovative effort — quite apart from
the 'quality' of the innovative stra-
tegy itself (Ibid. , p. 6)
.
Those that believe in the adoption approach (especially
Havelock) see the primary barriers to change as deficien-
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cies in planning, communication, and dissemination and in
the quantity and quality of available information (Ibid., p.6).
The adoption approach is challenged by Miles 1964; Sarason,
1971; Bennis, Benne, and Chin, 1969 and others for being
too rationale. This challenge is based on the fact that
decisions to adopt or reject an innovation are seldom made
on the clearly established merits of the innovation and
that the process of change is seldom initiated from an as-
sessment of school needs.
Using Rand's classification scheme, this dissertation
fits into a second approach to the analysis of planned
change referred to as "the implementation perspective".
The implementation perspective departs from the adoption
literature because of a belief that post adoption behavior
is more critical to an understanding of the ultimate suc-
cess or failure of an innovation that the decision to
adopt, itself.
The innovations typically were
initiated with a high level of enthu-
siasm and support by faculty and
staff, but these innovative plans
failed to achieve their objectives
because of unanticipated and often
prosaic difficulties and obstacles
encountered during the course of
project implementation (Ibid. , p.
8 ) .
In The Rand review and according to the research of Miles;
Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein; Sarason; Carlson; Char-
75
ters; and others, the outcome of an innovation seems to
depend upon:
• The role of principal actors;
• The institutional structure of incentives and
constraints
;
• The institutional policy setting; and
• Characteristics of the innovation.
In sum, the nominal adoption of an inno-
vation cannot be assumed to provide an
accurate forecast of its actual imple-
mentation or use. The process of imple-
mentation ... is essentially a two-way
process of adoption, in which the
innovative strategy is m.odified to suit
the institution, and the institution
changes to some degree to accommodate
the innovation (Ibid.
,
p. 10) .
Street level bureaucrats . More than any other sources un-
covered in the literature, the case study of Ch. 766
implementation by Lipsky and Weatherley (1977) comes closest
to identifying the issues undertaken in this dissertation.
The two writers have classified the role of teacher as part
of a group of "semi-professionals" along with policemen,
welfare workers, legal assistance lawyers, lower-court
judges, health workers, "and any other public employees who
interact with the public and whose decision making calls
for individual initiatives combined with considerable rou-
tinization" (Lipskey, p. 3). Street-level bureaucrats
have a number of factors in common. They interact directly
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with citizens in the course of their work and have sub-
stantial direction in executing their work.
For all of them, teachers, personal and
organizational resources are chronically
and severely limited in relation to the
tasks they must perform; and the demand
for their services, unless those ser-
vices are rationed or otherwise lim.ited,
tends to be as great as their ability
to supply them (Ibid.
,
p. 4)
.
The result of the unlimited demand for services -ombined
with limits on the resources available is that screet-level
bureaucrats — for our purposes, classroom teachers — use
the following tactics to balance the demands:
1. routinizing
2. modifying goals
3. rationing the services they offer
4. redefining or limiting the clientele they serve
5. controlling clients
6. asserting priorities
7. otherwise develop coping practices
To Lipsky and Weatherley there are broad implica-
tions in the area of legislated reform when such reform
requires the involvement of street- level bureaucrats.
Focusing on the early years of Ch. 766, the writers first
identified the category or type of innovation that was
expected.
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^<^ther than initiating new programs
,
providing new subsidies, or calling for
new construction, Ch. 766 introduced
new requirements into on-going bureaucratic
practices (Ibid., p. 2).
In contrast with other types of legislation, Ch. 766 re-
quired adjustments in the on-going behavior of employees
at lower levels of the bureaucratic system. From this, it
is predictable that classroom teachers will ultimately be
responsible for the success or failure of the law itself.
To this point, Lipsky and Weatherley offer a prediction:
the implementation of official policy is more likely to
distort objectives than to fail. It is at precisely this
point that the purpose of this dissertation derives its
meaning. A central issue of the dissertation is how class-
room teachers, directly or indirectly, distort the objec-
tives of Ch. 766 as they struggle with the mandated tasks
of the legislation. Like Lipsky and Weatherley, this
writer believes that the formulation of public policy for
teachers means altering the expectations of teachers not
just mandating new tasks or changes. "They (policy-makers)
can only hope to influence the work-role definitions which
street-level bureaucrats 'make' for themselves" (Ibid., p.
5) .
Mainstreaming . The crux of the Ch. 766 law and perhaps the
most misunderstood concept is mainstreaming. In Chapter
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One we briefly reviewed the origins and background of the
law and drew two conclusions:
1. The literature on current methodologies and
technigues for teaching special students in regular class-
rooms and schools is generally contradictory and confusing;
and
2. The law has evolved to the point whereby students
with special needs have a right to a substantially equal
education within the confines of our public schools.
Exercising this right falls under the rubric of
"mainstreaming" which Coursen (1976) defines as "a program
whereby handicapped children are placed in regular class-
rooms for all or part of the school day, with steps taken
to see that their special needs are satisfied within this
arrangement". Mainstreaming as a conscious, well planned
program for handicapped children requires in both federal
and state law an individualized plan that-the regular
classroom teacher understands and can utilize. This is
the critical area of analysis — the interaction of spe-
cial with regular -- that all the hopes for the law will
either succeed or fail.
In a 1976 special feature. Today's Education esti-
mated the aggregate impact of mainstreaming for our public
schools.
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Almost 7 million school-aged Americans
(12 percent of the 6-19 age group
according to the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion) are emotionally, physically, or
m.entally handicapped. Slightly more
than half of them are being provided
the kind of education program they
need, either in special or regular
schools or classes, but 45% (1.7 mil-
lion learning disabled, 1 million
disturbed, 35,000 mentally retarded or
physically handicapped) are being
denied special services and, in some
instances, are denied even a basic
education (p. 18'
.
A review of recently published literature on mainstreaming
points to three problem areas;
1. the attitudes of teachers toward mains tream.ing;
2. the role related problems for teachers in carry-
ing out the mandate to mainstream; and
3. the organizational behavior problems created by
the necessity for schools to change their structure of
operation.
Mainstreaming and attitudes . A problem for researcher
and practitioner alike is that there is a general consensus
that much of the research lacks utility. In a 1978 sympo-
sium on Mainstreaming conducted by leaders in the related
fields of special education, sociology of education, and
educational change, Jones summarized the research on atti-
tudes :
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Work in the assessment of attitudes in
special education, whether attitudes of
teachers toward concepts such as main-
streaming or toward groups of exceptional
children. .. are best described as 'primi-
tive' . The same can be said for research
in the area of attitude change (Jones,
1978, p. 41)
.
Shotel (1972)
,
convinced that attitudes of regular
classroom teachers towards handicapped children is a major
concern, looked back for some research help. He finds a
few studies that are partially relevant, although generally
inconclusive. He cites a study by Major in 1961 which
suggested that, although regular class teachers have made
a substantial preservice investment, the preparation does
not always include adequate techniques for working with the
educationally borderline child.
These teachers may feel that their en-
terprise is being disrupted by a seeming
misfit, and their feelings are not
likely to be changed by pressure,
parental demands, administrative de-
mands, or exhortation. .. (Shotel , 1972,
p. 677).
Shotel cites two other potentially useful studies. Corine
found that elementary school teachers were neither accept-
ing nor rejecting of disabled persons but concluded that
"unfavorable attitudes of the public toward disabled per
sons may reflect, at least in part, the reactions of
prejudiced school teachers" (Ibid., p. 677). Fine found
f ferences between regular and special class teachers
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that may be psychologically relevant.
Regular class teachers place less empha-
sis on personal and social adjustment
factors, but they are more demanding
than special class teachers in encour-
aging the low ability child to try
harder (Ibid., p. 677).
Novotny (1974) was less encouraged and more cautious
about the literature on teacher attitudes.
Teachers have been found to change
attitudes positively with respect to
special education, integration, and
prevention and to initially respond
with optimism due to a summer insti-
tute and meeting (Brooks and Brans-
ford, 1971; Shotel et. al., 1972).
Actual integration, however, resulted
in three types of results: (1)
Teachers looked at all the students,
project and non-project, in a positive
manner when they rated them on the
evaluative scale of the Semantic
Differential (Foundation Valley School
District, 1972); (2) Additional changes,
when they did occur, tended to be in
the negative direction, though of small
magnitude (Bradford et. al., 1973);
and (3) The experimental teachers ini-
tially expressed greater optimism
concerning EMR integration and academic
and social adjustment potentials than
they did of the conclusion of the
study (Shotel et. al., 1972) (Novotny,
1974, p. 12).
The difficulty with all of these studies is that they are
focused narrowly on the "comparative efficacy" of regular
class versus special class, without relating outcomes to
the overall context of the programs themselves. As such.
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they all ignore the likely possibility of uncontrolled and
extraneous variables.
Mainstreaming and the teacher's role . T'a^o prominent occu-
pational roles, that of classroom teacher and special edu-
cation (needs) teacher have been affected by the impetus
toward increased mainstreaming. Agard, without making
any judgments regarding the efficacy of regular, resource,
and self-contained special classrooms, does clarify the
narrow distinctions among all three.
A comparison of the ecological
characteristics of the three instruc-
tional systems reveals that the major
differences ... involves the number of
students and instructional personnel
present and the resultant ability of
the special resource or self-contained
class to utilize a small group or in-
dividualized approach to instruction.
Subject matter content, student acti-
vity, and teacher activity do not
differ substantially between the
regular and special education instruc-
tional systems (Agard, 1975, p. 10).
As Reynolds (1978) points out, a major "renegotiation
of the relation between regular and special education is
underway with implications for the education of all chil-
dren. " The role of the special class teacher has been the
subject of the more immediate and dramatic change.
To the rest of the school faculty,
the special class teacher was expected
to be a second class citizen, someone
who was expected to be a good custodian
rather than an effective educator
(Sarason, 1978, p. 27).
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Despite Agard's contention that the difference between
special and regular has more to do with class size, the
receptivity of the students and the ability to indivi-
dualize, the traditional separation between special and
regular education (a separation accepted by both)
,
was based on the assumption that re-
tarded individuals required special
theories, that they were different
kind of human beings. Therefore,
people trained to understand and work
with retarded children could not
(should not) work with normal chil-
dren, and vice versa. For all prac-
tical purposes, they could not talk
with each other (Ibid., p. 26).
Suddenly with the changing laws, special education
teachers are not only elevated to first class status, but
they are expected to consult with and advise classroom
teachers. But as Sarason wisely points out,
deeply rooted attitudes, reinforced
by traditions, institutions, and
practices, are not changed except
over long periods of time... and
mainstreaming is no exception
(Ibid.
,
p. 23)
.
Furthermore, it is important to realize that the pressures
for mainstreaming did not come from within educational
institutions. "After all, few (if any)
,
people look with
relish at the necessity of redefining their roles, activi-
ties, and values" (Ibid., p. 25). A recently published
document which was designed to prepare educators for the
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growth of mainstreaming outline the new roles of the spe
cial educator:
As a result of mainstreaming, special
educators must assume new roles, par-
ticularly as consultants and resource
teachers. These new roles will demand
competencies in addition to the ability
to program for handicapped children.
Special educators will need to become
more familiar with the curriculum of
the regular classroom. They must also
develop skill in consulting with
regular teachers. Finally, special
educators will often ask to develop
in-service training for regular educa-
tors and to maintain close relationships
with the regular educator. This will
require a significant shift in their
view of professional responsibilities
and a development of new competencies
(ED 127-271, p. 21)
.
And, we might add, a significant threat to the regular
classroom teacher as well.
The predicted changes for the regular classroom
teacher, the essence of this study, are more subtle. In
Lortie's (1975) sociological study of teachers he pointed
out that in the eyes of teachers, all but teacher and
students are outsiders. Administrators, school psycholo-
gists, counselors, special teachers, and supervisors "are
regarded more as intervenors and interrupters than as
colleagues of positive value". Clifford (1978), incisively
outlines the reasons that classroom teachers will be so
strinkingly unprepared for this role change brought about
by the mainstreaming of special needs students into their
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classrooms
.
Along with the conscious feelings of
teachers that they are unprepared for
mainstreaming (Sarason) and their jus-
tified cynicism about getting the
'support system' promised them to ease
the difficulties of mainstreaming, one
must consider the whole psychic or
affective rewards in the absence of
clear or reachable goals and sure know-
ledqe of results that plagues most of
schooling. Psychic rev/ards seem,
especially important in the culture of
the elementary school but in all
schooling it operates to a degree; and
it may help explain why 'emotionally
disturbed students destroy many
teachers' remaining self-confidence...
The longer that students who are 'special'
in som.e such way stay in school and
appear in the classrooms of more tea-
chers, the fewer the teachers who can
realistically continue to expect to
work under 'normal' conditions. That
they should be fearful, resentful, or
resistant should occasion no surprise
(Clifford, 1973, p. 237).
Clifford also predicts that the implementation of
mainstreaming will encounter more difficulties in secondary
than in elementary schools. She offers three explanations:
1. the greater identification of high school
teachers with subject matter than with students;
2. the teachers' lower tolerance for remedial acti-
vities and students who need them;
3. the lower levels of job satisfaction among
teachers in secondary education (Ibid., p. 236),
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Two final citations were found in the literature on
the potential role problems that regular classroom teachers
will face. Birch states that teachers will be concerned
about how mainstreamed students will behave in the class-
room and interact with regular students, how to organize
instruction, how to cope with the emotional and physical
problems of the handicapped, how adequate is their own
teacher preparation, and what problems will they have with
teacher liability, parental hostility and grading (Coursen,
Ed., 1976, p. 26). Jones adds.
Many teachers do not perceive the
individualization of instruction as
all that wonderful. Regular teachers
appear to hold positive attitudes
toward instructional systems that
are designed for individualization —
but they are less enthusiastic about
individualization as a concept (Jones,
1978, p. 95)
.
Mainstreaming and the structure of schools . Hauser
(1979) correctly assesses that a critical area for analysis
of mainstreaming is the review of the literature of educa-
tional reform and innovation. The concept of mainstreaming
as the specific innovation is so new to the literature that
Hauser can only cite ideas of the five people referred to
in the previous section; Sarason, Clifford, Jones, Lortie
and Reynolds. Hauser somewhat pessimistically summarizes
their research;
i
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Upon first reading, this literature
appears to paint a rather bleak pic-
ture of the overall likelihood that
mainstreaming will survive as a long-
term educational reform, much less an
effective reform in educating handi-
capped children. However, painting
bleak pictures does not at all appear
to be among the intents of these
authors. On the contrary, a cogent
portrayal of situational realities
which may confront the translation of
mainstreaming ideals into workable,
effective programs appears to be
forem.ost in their thinking (Hauser,
1979, p. 108).
Of particular concern is the interest that Clifford, Jones
and Lortie all have as to whether mainstreaming will find
a "goodness of fit" with the dominant organizational struc-
ture of the school as a social institution.
In support of this concern, Sarason notes that.
(legislative) forces may have vastly
over-estimated the power of legisla-
tion to change either the structure
and practice of schools in ways that
are appropriate to the intent .of
mainstreaming (Sarason, 1978, p. 52).
Lortie also has doubts about the efficacy of reform insti-
tuted through legislative enactments. There tends to be
an over-reliance on bureaucratic rules at the expense of
judgments made by individuals close to the scene. Lortie
anticipates the difficulty of reforming all schools when
he states that,
f
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The loosely coupled nature of schools
and school districts means that the
moti'^^at ions of all participants (cus-
todians, teacher aides, parents,
teachers, assistant principals, etc.)
must be mobilized to bring about
large-scale change: compliance by
higher echelon figures is not enough
(Lortie, 1978, p. 248).
The outcome of a mainstreaming program will possibly
vary with the size of the school district and the related
factors of ethnicity, achievement levels, discipline manage-
ment, class size, teacher morale and the tension and con-
flict between school and community. Clifford reluctantly
concludes that since middle class schools generally run more
smoothly, mainstreaming in those schools has a higher
likelihood of success. She is the only source to point out
that the level of intensity to which mainstreaming is pushed
will also affect its outcome.
Blanchard, in one of the few direct references to Ch.
766, distinguishes between the "older acronym integration"
and mainstreaming.
They are functionally different. Main-
streaming integrates children with spe-
cial needs into the overall delivery of
services where as integration did not
mainstream these children into a total
educational management framework. .
.
mainstreaming includes administrators
and indulges parents as an integral
part of the process. It somewhat blurs
the delineation of specialists who
formally worked as insular entrepreneurs
by including the classroom teacher, nurse,
psychologist, etc. (Blanchard, 1976, p. 3).
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Blanchard concludes with a reference that distin-
guishes mainstreaming from other educational innovations.
He correctly recognizes that the mandate for mainstreaming
is often implemented without additional funding or prepara-
tion (Ibxd., p. 4). Thus, we have a major innovation which
can seriously affect and be affected by the structure of the
school, and it is a change that is accompanied with no new
funds nor even any strategies for accomplishing the change.
Clifford concludes that there has already been too
much scapegoating of teachers regarding the process.
What is needed is a more adequate
understanding of resistance to change,
including the need and capacity of
the teachers and educational system
to 'domesticate' change -- to shape
it in ways that better suit the in-
stitutions' characteristics and
traditions (Clifford, 1978, p. 233).
Finally, the NEA looked closely at the concept of
mainstreaming and gave it "conditional" support. It is
obvious that each of the seven principles that they have
delineated are made because of the realization that main-
streaming effects all students, changes the roles of all
teachers, and impacts on the school as an organization.
Their declaration reads:
The NEA will support mainstreaming of handicapped
children only when:
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(a) It provides a favorable learning experience
both for handicapped and regular students.
(b) Regular and special teachers and administrators
share equally in its planning and administration.
( c ) Regular and special teachers are prepared for
these roles
. (Emphasis supplied.)
(d) Appropriate instructional materials, supportive
services, and pupil personnel services are provided for
the teacher and the handicapped student.
(e) Modifications are made in class size, scheduling,
and curriculum design to accommodate the shifting demands
that mainstreaming creates.
(f) There is a systematic evaluation and reporting
of program developments.
(g) Adequate additional funding and resources are
provided for mainstreaming and used exclusively for that
purpose (ED 127 211, 1976, pp. 13, 14).
As Andelman notes in his concluding remarks:
If one major lesson has been learned
from the 766 experience in Massachu-
setts, it is that legislative mandates
in themselves are insufficient guaran-
tors of the services or programs which
they bring into being (Andelman, p. 22) .
91
Implications from the Literature
The literature in each of the sections of Chapter
Two has implications for this study. in section one, the
study is grounded on current theory of organizational be-
havior. The level of analysis is one school and the spe-
cific elements under study are the tasks mandated by Ch.
766 and their impact on the role of the classroom teacher.
An attempt is made to study the interaction of tasks and
roles with the formal and informal variables of the or-
ganization.
The Diamond Model is used as an organizer or framework
for all of the organizational variables. The model is
simply a convenience. It tells us what to look at as we
study change in one organization. Application of the model
helps us predict that task variability and task difficulty
will negatively affect the classroom teacher's ability to
do their job well. Formal and informal variables, including
such examples as directives from principals and department
heads on the importance of Ch. 766, the values of a group
of teachers hold on standardized grading, and the formal
and informal incentives offered to classroom teachers in
order to better implement the law are a small but vital
part of the complex interrelated process that takes place
within a school because of new legislation.
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The Differentiation and Integration Model is even
more specific. Through its application, we can study the
response the school has made in its organizational struc-
ture and outlook as a result of new demands. We can study
changing orientations of some teachers as they struggle to
m.eet these demands. We can also study the potential con-
flicts and integrating mechanisms that have been set in
place as the school personnel grapple with implementing the
law effectively.
The more specific review of the literature on schools
helps explain why schools are so difficult to change. Man-
datory clients, vague goals, low staff interdependence and
hard to "routini ze" tasks ail make any new tasks hard to
implement. This is especially true if the tasks conflict
with existing norms or established role relationships. The
high school more than other schools is perhaps even harder
to change. The isolation of the teachers and their reliance
on content over student relationships limits the possibility
of implementing many of the relationship-oriented tasks of
766. (Possibly the one thing all special needs students
have in common is the need for their teachers to establish
an individual, more personal relationship with them. Yet,
in Cusick's opinion, as has been stated, "students are
massed, and students are undifferentiated.")
The literature on innovation and change in schools
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helps to predict some of the problems and prosoects for
the changes mandated in this legislation. Complex, expen-
sive and difficult to administer innovations either fail or
are gradually "domesticated". In essence, what this disser-
tation is studying is the process of dom.estication. Some
tasks are easy to implement, others impossible, and the
teachers must reconcile both with the demands of the
administration and the laws of the state. As the Rand
Study suggests, this study uses an "implementation perspec-
tive" to study the post adoption behavior that's taking
place. And, as Scott recommended years ago and Rand has
only updated, the outcome of innovation -- in this case
mainstreaming and individualization — seems to depend on
the interaction of the role of the principal actors, the
characteristics of the innovation and the institutional
setting itself.
It is left to Lipsky and Weatherley to describe how
teachers as "street-level bureaucrats" actually establish
the policies for the innovation almost without the admin-
istration or the teachers themselves realizing the power
they exert. So it is the teachers, especially classroom
teachers, who are the appropriate target for a study of
this far-reaching and controversial law.
CHAPTER III.
A PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
Design of the Study
This study was originally conceived as a participant
observation study. The writer, as a special needs teacher
in the target high school, had access to virtually all of
the formal 766 policy directives, most of the tasks in-
volving the special needs program itself and limited
access to what was taking place in many of the classrooms.
The writer was also a part of the informal social system of
the school.
The research shifted to a more formal case study
while also attempting to retain the insights that can only
be discovered working inside an institution. The study
utilized two specific data collection techniques. The
first was a formal questionnaire handed out to every
teacher in the high school. The second was a structured
interview conducted by the writer of a smaller number of
teachers and also two department heads and two principals.
The purpose in moving to these types of instruments was
not to increase the "hardness" of the data per se. Rather,
the purpose was to be more open with the staff about the
study itself.
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The position of the writer v;ithin the school
created some psychological and political pressure. These
pressures affected the selection of items for the ques-
tionnaire and the way in which the questions were phrased;
the "voice" of the writer during the analysis of the
questionnaire; and the tone and emphasis of the conclu-
sions. The writer is a full-time participant in the
tasks and activities that were being studied. The coopera-
tion he required from both teachers and administrators to
fill out the questionnaire was perhaps even less important
than the cooperation he required to succeed in his job
performance. Kow positive can the findings be without
appearing to curry favor or advantage for the writer as a
teacher in the school? How negative can the findings be
without jeopardizing the writer's or other people's
positions in the school?
The negotiation having to do with the research for
the dissertation were a foreshadowing of these problems.
At first, permission was verbally and routinely granted.
Simultaneous to this occurrence an intern to the school
was denied permission to do a dissertation for the stated
reasons that she was not an official member of the staff
and that part of her research involved studying students.
With this new information, the decision on this disserta-
tion became more formalized and the writer had to write
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a memorandum which committed him. to follow formal policies
that existed within the school system.. These included
agreeing not to study students .and agreeing to offer some
direct benefit to the school as a result of the disserta-
tion. The former was easy to agree upon because teachers,
not students, were the object of the study.
The agreement to offer direct benefir to the school,
however, was more difficult to agree to recause such an
agreement would intertwine two issues: research discovery
and research application. It created a need to take re-
flective thought and almost immediately translate it into
some "program of action". Furthermore, it confused the
audience of the dissertation. The typical audience is
one's own professors and unknown other educators and
graduate students. A direct report to an administrator
or manager is probably less reflective and usually
balances the good and bad of a situation in order to
create a certain receptivity to the report. In a disser-
tation, negative findings do not have to be balanced
because they are not negative to the process of completing
the research. The writer in this situation was in the
position of balancing two audiences which has implications
for the research itself.
Selection of questions . There are no questions that di-
rectly ask for an evaluation of the principal's or
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department heads' leadership and none that ask teachers to
rate other teachers or departments for their oerformance.
There is, for example, a major matrix on integration but
no questions that directly ask for specific reasons why
integration is lacking.
The use of a five point scale on most of the ques-
tions allows for the respondents to avoid highly emotive
responses by staying safely in the middle. The "voice" in
many of the questions is passive or indirect using such
phrases as "You are to some extent involved in . . .".
There are no questions that start off negatively with the
possibility of inviting a more negative response. The
point is that every attempt was made to keep the question-
naire from being controversial and drawing undue attention
to the research.
Analysis of questionnaire . The analysis of the question-
naire avoids any discussion of the personality and leader-
ship styles of the administrators of the school. It also
avoids a discussion of the climate of the school. In doing
so, it treats these factors as neutral environmental
factors on the outcome of implementing specific tasks. In
reality these factors are both positive and negative but
potentially threatening to the writer as an on-going parti-
cipant in the school.
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The conclusions . The conclusions are limited to the prob-
lem statements of the dissertation. There is no praise of
the many noteworthy accomplishments that were observed.
There is also no criticism of particular people or isolated
actions that negatively affected the process of implemen-
tation. There is an avoidance of any discussion about how
students or their parents can positively or negatively
affect implementation outcomes. The inability to carry out
a truly anonymous study has a neutralizing effect on some
of the extreme positive and negative outcomes of the re-
search. It is a necessary trade-off for gaining access to
the inside of the school. It would have been helpful to
the writer (and presumably to future researchers who are
also partici pants) to recognize this kind of limitation at
the beginning of the research and to have anticipated the
problems that "voice" would have in the outcome of the
questionnaire.
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Problem statements . The use of problem statements requires
clarification. A problem statement (which in the litera-
ture is interchangeable with the term research question)
may be looked upon as "an interrogative sentence or state-
ment that asks: What relation exists between two or more
variables (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 17)?" According to
Kerlinger and to Stone there are three criteria for assess-
ing whether a problem stateirient is a good one:
• The problem statement should deal with the
relationship between two or more variables;
• The problem statem.ent should be as clear and
unambiguous as possible;
• The problem should be stated in such a way as
to imply the possibility of its solution
through empirical research (Stone, 1978,
p. 19) .
Hypotheses are a further refinement of problem statements
which offer a tentative explanation about the relationship
between two or more variables.
This study stays with the use of problem statements
for a number of methodological and research related rea-
sons :
1. The literature on the organizational behavior of
and innovation in schools is ambiguous;
2. The literature on special education, especially
on both mainstreaming and individualization is generally
contradictory;
3. The literature on high schools is scarce and
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inadequate;
4. The area of research interest — Findated change
in an institutional setting -- is multi-variable and com-
plex, and in need of greater refinement;
5. The Diamond Model and the Differentiation and
Integration Model have not generally been used to organize
data on the changing structure and relationships within
school settings; and
6. The level of analysis, one school, virtually
eliminates the possibility of working with a sample large
enough to test hypotheses.
Problem statements are useful as a way in which to
organize data and develop insights from the data. The
literature reviewed in Chapter Two provides general guide-
lines on what problems teachers will encounter when faced
with mandated change. If the literature is ambiguous, and
the nature of what is being observed is complex, the use
of problem statements is a researcher's way of making
useful observations without the limitations that come from
a controlled study. The formal questionnaire and the
structured interview play an interdependent role in attempt-
ing to refine the problem statements in Chapter One. The
answers to each question in both instruments were not used
as statistical evidence of the validity of each problem
statement. The answers were compiled into frequency tables.
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some were cross- tabulated, and all were used as discrete
pieces of information that would help analyze and deter-
mine the usefulness of each problem statement. Further,
the data were used to help determine which problem state-
ments could be developed into hypotheses for further
research.
The formal questionnaire . A ten page, 40 item question-
naire was constructed for the study. Questions were
developed in the following categories:
a. Demographic information about the teacher;
b. The teacher's knowledge of the Ch. 766 law;
c. The teacher's general attitude towards the law;
d. The teacher's attitude towards the special
needs department at the high school;
e. The teacher's attitude about specific tasks
mandated by the law and his/her ability to accept and
implement these tasks;
f. The teacher's time spent on and concern for the
teaching of tasks versus the building of relationships;
g. The orientation towards formality of structure
in each department;
h. The orientation towards interpersonal relations
in each department;
i. The goal orientation of teachers and their de-
partments ;
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j. The state of integration between departments
and within the school as a whole.
The following steps were used for designing the
questionnaire
:
1. A series of questions was developed for each
problem statement (a total of 60 questions)
.
2. The questions were ordered with some grouping by
problem statement and with easier questions placed at the
beginning.
3. The types of questions were varied and grouped
to maintain interest.
4. A preliminary questionnaire was administered to
4 teachers. Every response was timed. Each teacher, upon
completion, was asked to explain his or her interpretation
of the meaning of each question.
5. Twenty questions were eliminated from the first
draft because they were either generally confusing or did
not seem to measure what they asked.
6. A second draft was readministered to two teachers
and step number 4 was repeated.
7. After the second administration, the number of
questions remained at 40 but the wording was revised on
the general instructions and on the instructions for the
matrix in question number 36.
A final draft was prepared and handed out to8 .
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every teacher in the school.
^e
_
structured interview
. A structured interview with 13
questions was individually administered to 6 teachers, 2
department heads and a principal and assistant principal.
Questions were developed in the following categories:
a. The 3—10 year history of special education prac-
tices in the school.
b. The changeover to Ch. 766 and the way in which
the new policy was conveyed.
c. The classroom teacher and Ch. 766 implementation.
(1) formal responsibilities
(2) actual changes in the classroom
(3) differences between teachers who are
successful and unsuccessful at teach-
ing special needs students
d. The incentives classroom teachers have for com-
plying with the law.
e. Conflict between departments in the school.
f. Ch. 766 as a factor that increased or decreased
conflict in the school.
g. Conflict resolution and integration in the
school
.
The structured interview was designed to elicit an
open-ended response for each question. The interview was
tested on two teachers and seven questions were eliminated
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because they required too much clarification and they made
the interview too long. Two of the questions were eli-
minated because they required too much clarification and
they made the interview too long. Two of the questions
Gliniinated because they seemed to elicit a response
"that was being looked for" rather than a candid opinion.
The actual interview with the final draft averaged forty
minutes
.
Questionnaire Data
As stated, the 40 questions in the questionnaire were
designed to elicit information in a number of categories.
The first and broadest category (questions 1-25) sought
traditional demographic information (sex, department, num-
ber of years teaching, etc.) and general knowledge of and
attitude towards the special needs program in the high
school. An important item in this category was a rating
of the acceptability of the various tasks required by Ch.
766. The three additional categories (questions 26-39)
focused on departments and sought information on the
formality of structure, the state of interpersonal rela-
tions and the time spent on teaching tasks versus building
relationships. Question 40 was an open-ended invitation
to comment on any aspect of their experiences implementing
Ch. 766.
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^ifty“thre© t.6ach6rs responded to the questionnaire.
Four of these teachers were special needs teachers and two
additional teachers held positions only loosely attached
to departments: a reading/writing teacher in the English
Department and a health/sports trainer in the Science De-
partment. (One first year science teacher returned the
form blank with a note that said he did not know the
answers to any of the questions on the forml) Of the
teachers that did not return the questionnaire, the most
conspicuous lack of response came from the Language Depart-
ment with only two responses. Informally, the message was
relayed to me that the questionnaire did not seem parti-
cularly relevant to them and could possibly err^arrass them.
(The Language Department services the least number of
special needs srudents, although this is not surprising
given the inherent difficulty of foreign languages for
learning disabled students.)
What follows is a presentation of the frequency data
in each category. The analysis of this and other data
will be found in Chapter Four.
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(Ql) Your department:
Respondents
7
2
2
8
9
5
4
6
8
53
Department
English
Fine Arts
Language
Mathematics
Occupational Education
Physical Education
Special Needs
Science
Social Studies
Other
(Q2) Total number of years teaching:
Respondents
1
2
15
10
11
_5
53
No. of Years
Teaching
Other
2-3
4-7
8-12
13-18
19 +
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
1.9
3.8
5.7
30.2
20.8
9.4
(Q3) Sex:
Respondents Sex
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
22 Female 41.5
29 Male 54.7
_2 N.R. 3.8
53
(Q4) Approximate number of designated special needs
students you currently teach:
107
(Q7)
Respondents
No. of Special Adjusted
Needs Students Freq. Pet.
4 0 8.3
12 1-3 25.0
13 4-8 27.1
8 9-15 16.7
5 16-20 10.4
2 Above 20 4.2
4 Don ' t Know 8.3
5* N.R.
53
*
The asterisk in the "not response" column
indicates that 4 of the responses were from
special needs teachers who were not asked to re-
spond because of the nature of the question.
In the past few years this high school has paid
increased attention to students with learning
problems
:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
22 Agree Strongly 43.1
24 Agree 47.1
1 Disagree 2 .
0
4 Don ' t Know 7 .
8
2 N.R. —
53
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(Q8) The passage of the Ch. 766 Special Education Law
has noticeably increased the tasks I eim expected
to fulfill as a teacher.
(Q9)
( 010 )
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
4 Large Increase 8.5
32 Mod. Increase 68.1
11 No Change 23.4
6* N.R. —
53
A special needs program is essential to the overa
functioning of a high school.
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
24 Agree Strongly 47.1
24 Agree 47.1
3 Disagree 5.9
2 N.R. —
53
The special needs program here seems to serve
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet
3 Too Many 5.8
10 Too Few 19.2
16 Right Amount 30.8
23 Not Sure 44 .
2
1 N.R.
—
53
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(Qll)
(Q12)
My general feelings about the special needs pro-
gram at this high school are:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet .
21 Highly Favorable 41.2
27 Mod. Favorable 52.9
3 Mod. Unfavorable 5.7
2 N.R. --
53
The following is a list of possible instructions
that a classroom teacher could be expected to
carry out because of Ch. 766. Rate each item
according to whether or not it would be highly
acceptable, acceptable, unacceptable, highly un-
acceptable to you as a teacher (or not applicable
to your department)
.
Task a. -- referring students to the special needs
team for evaluation:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet,
38 Highly Unaccept. 73.1
14 Acceptable 26.9
1
53
N.R.
Tas k h
.
— devoting a greater portion of extra
help time to special needs stuaents
Adjusted
Resr^ondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
7 Highly Acceptable 13.5
31 Acceptable 59 .
6
10 Unacceptable 19.2
2 Highly Unaccept. 3 .
8
2 Not Applicable 3.8
1 N.R.
53
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Task a. -- writing individualized lesson plans for
special needs students:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
2 Highly Acceptable 3.9
18 Acceptable 35.3
20 Unacceptable 39.2
7 Highly Unaccept. 13.7
4 Not Applicable 7.8
2
53
N.R.
Task d. -- discounting spelling errors on tests
and. in-class assignments for students
with specific learning disabilities:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
15 Highly Acceptable 28.8
25 Acceptable 48.1
6 Unacceptable 11.5
1 Highly Unaccept. 1.9
5 Not Applicable 9.6
1
53
N.R.
Task e. -- providing mimeographed outlines oj
class notes:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
5 Highly Acceptable 10.2
17 Acceptable 34.7
15 Unacceptable 30.6
6 Highly Unaccept. 12.2
6 Not Applicable 12.2
4 N.R.
53
Ill
Task f. -- altering some of your grading procedures
for specific students:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
6 Highly Acceptable 11.5
30 Acceptable 51.1
7 Unacceptable 13.5
5 Highly Unaccept. 9.6
4 Not Applicable 7.7
1 N.R.
53
Task h. -- waiving of some course assignments for
students with serious writing or read-
vng disabilities:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
5 Highly Acceptable 9.8
21 Acceptable 41.2
8 Unacceptable 15.7
6 Highly Unaccept. 11.8
11 Not Applicable 21.6
2 N.R. --
53
Task i. -- accepting dictated tests from specific
students
:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
18 Highly Acceptable 36.0
26 Acceptable 52.0
1 Unacceptable 2.0
5 Not Applicable 10.0
3 N.R. —
53
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Task Q. -- allowing designated special needs
stuaents to take their- tests untimed
in the resource room area:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
28 Highly Acceptable 53.8
21 Acceptable 40.4
1 Highly Unaccept. 1.9
2 Not Applicable 3.8
1 N.R.
53
Task k. -- providing typed sheets indicatinq al
Respondents
homework assignments
:
Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
8 Highly Acceptable 16.0
24 Acceptable 48.0
7 Unacceptable 14.0
6 Highly Unaccept. 12.0
5 Not Applicable 10.
0
3 N.R. —
53
Task 1. -- meeting weekly with a spedal needs
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
b Highly Acceptable 11.5
31 Acceptable 59.6
14 Unacceptable 26.9
1 Not Applicable 1.9
1 N.R. —
53
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Task m. -- vriting weekly checklists on students:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
3 Highly Acceptable 5.9
32 Acceptable 62.7
9 Unacceptable 17.6
4 Highly Unaccept. 7.8
3 Not Applicable 5.9
2
n N.R. —
Task n. -- participating in 766 core
meetings
:
evaluation
Adjusted
Respondent s Opinion Freq. Pet.
5 Highly Acceptable 9.6
33 Acceptable 73.1
5 Unacceptable 9.6
4 Highly Unaccept. 7.7
1 N.R. —
53
Task o. -- accepting oral y rather th' :i: writteyiy
reperts from specific stu. Je >. t s
:
.J\d justed
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
11 Highly Acceptable 21.2
22 Acceptable 42.3
6 Unacceptable 11.5
2 Highly Unaccept. 3.8
11 Net Applicable 21.2
_1 N.R. —
5 3
114
(Q15) In the past two years I have made a referral to
Guidance or the Special Needs Team for possible
766 core evaluation:
Respondent Action
22
26
-1*
53
Yes
No
N.R.
Respondent Who
Made Referrals No. of Referrals
3
17
22
1
2-3
4-6
(Q16)
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(Q17)
(Q18)
I have participated in a pre-core evaluation
meeting
:
Respondents Action
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
21 Yes 43.8
21 No 43.8
6 Not Sure 12.5
5* N.R. __
53
I have participated in a core evaluation meeting;
Respondents Action
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
6* Yes 12.5
40 No 83.3
2 Not Sure 4.2
5
53
The subject
N.R.
that I teach is easier to individual
than most:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
9 Agree Strongly 18.4
12 Agree 24.5
21 Disagree 42.9
7 Disagree Strongly 14.3
4* N.R. —
53
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(Q19) An important part of the way I evaluate myself as
a teacher is based on how well I teach students
with special needs:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
13
16
16
4
2
_2
53
Very Important 25.5
Mod. Important 31.4
Some Importance 31.4
Little or None 7.8
Other 3.9
N.R.
(Q20) The Special Needs Team has provided my special
needs students with extra support and help:
Respondents
15
16
11
2
3
1
53
Opinion
Very Much
Much
Some
Little
Don ' t Know
Other
N.A.
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
31.3
33.3
22.9
4.2
6.3
1.9
(Q21) The Special Needs Team has provided me with
practical suggestions for special needs students:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
5 Many
15 Some
15 One or
13 None
5* N.R.
53
10.4
31.3
Two 31.3
27.1
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(Q23) The special needs teacher, not the classroom
teacher, is the logical person to provide most
of the extra help that is needed for special
needs students to succeed in my class:
(Q24)
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
6 Strongly Agree 11.8
18 Agree 35.3
14 Disagree 27.5
5 Strongly Disagree 9.8
7 Not Sure 13.7
1 Other 2.0
2 N.R. --
53
In any full year courses that you teach, how m.uch
must the student learn of the beginning content
in order to satisfactorily proceed through the
course?
:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
16 Alm.ost All 37.2
15 A Lot 34.9
7 A Mod. Amount 16.3
5 Little 11.6
10* N.R. --
53
(Q25) In your opinion, how much of the content of this
course (s) is a prerequisite for learning the next
course in sequence?:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
11
12
8
6
11
53
Almost All
A Lot
A Mod. Amount
Little or None
No Next Course
N . P
.
22.9
25.0
16.7
12.5
22.9
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(Q26) You are to some extent involved in both teaching
specific academic tasks (content and skills) and
in building a relationship with your students,
if these two factors were placed on a continuum
adding up to 100%, estimate how you divide your
time between them:
Respondent
% Time Spent
on TASKS
Adjusted
Freq. Pet.
6 90 11.8
10 80 19.6
16 70 31.4
4 60 7.8
9 50 17.6
3 40 5.9
1 30 2.0
2 10 3.9
2 N.R. —
53
Respondent
% Time Spent
on RELATIONSHIPS
Adjusted
Freq. Pet
6 10 11.8
10 20 19.6
16 30 31.4
4 40 7.8
9 50 17.6
3 60 5.9
1 70 2.0
2 90 3.9
2 N.R. --
53
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(Q27) How much uniformity is practiced
ment in;
a. Assigning Homework:
in your depart
Adjusted
Respondent Opinion Freq. Pet.
8 A Great Deal 19.5
18 To Some Degree 43.9
19 Very Little 22.0
6 None 14.6
12
53
N.R. —
b. Giving Tests
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet
12 A Great Deal 26.7
23 To Some Degree 51.1
6 Very Little 13.3
4 None 8.9
8 N.R. --
53
c. Grading Students:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. 1
15 A Great Deal 33.3
16 To Some Degree 35.6
9 Very Little 20.0
5 None ] 1.
1
8 N.R. —
53
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(Q28)
(Q29)
(Q30)
To what extent am I expected to hold to thesepractices?
:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet
.
10 A Great Deal 22.7
22 To Some Degree 50.0
10 Very Little 22.7
2 Not at All 4.5
9
53
N.R.
Debate over rules and procedures are actively
engaged in within my department:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
10 Agree Strongly 21.3
23 Agree 48.9
13 Disagree 27.7
1 Disagree Strongly 2.1
6
53
N.R. •“ —
There is a general willingness in our department
to share the pleasant and unpleasant tasks that
we undertake:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
18
26
2
2
_6
53
Agree Strongly 38.3
Agree 55.3
Disagree 4.3
Disagree Strongly 2.1
N.R. —
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(031) If students can be roughly divided into (a) lov
achieving, (b) mediuir. achieving and (c) high
achieving, how v’ell does my departiTient serve each
group?
:
a. Low Aah'ievi.ng
:
h.d justec'
Fespcndents Opinion Ihrec. Pet.
12 Very Kell 27.3
20 yicu. Well ^5.5
11 Fair 25.
0
1 I c'cr 2. 3
5* N . R
,
—
h. McdivKi Ach
Respondents
Lev i ng
:
Opini cn
Adjusted
Freej. Pet.
2 4 Very Vvell 54.5
19 Mod. Vvell 4 3.2
i. Fc,x?'
•>
gr N.R. —
53
ti .
"
i g h /. ohi i> i
n
g :
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet
26 ’7erv V\ell 59.1
16 .'iC d . Ke 1 .1 36.4
2 Fair 4.5
9* N.R.
53
122
(Q32)
(Q33)
(Q34)
If there is a conflict between completing a
curriculum unit or slowing down to meet the needs
of a few, my personal inclination is to:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet ,
13 Finish the Unit 30.2
29 Slow Down Slightly 67.4
1 Wait for the Few 2.3
10* N.R.
53
The general norm of my department is to;
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
18 Finish the Unit 45.0
22 Slown Down Slightly 55.0
13* N.R. —
53
The feeling within the department is that
colleagues iare readily available to help with
specific teaching problems any of us are ex-
periencing
:
Adjusted
Respondents Opinion Freq. Pet.
34 Usually 68.0
14 Sometimes 28.0
2 Seldom 4.0
3 N.R. --
53
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(Q35) Within my department, I rely for assistance when 1
need it from:
Respondents Opinion
Adjusted
Freq. Pet .
29
17
4
2
53
Three or More Coll. 55.8
Two Colleagues 32.7
One Colleague 7.7
No One 3.8
N.R. —
(Q36) Listed on the following page is a grid and five
(5) descriptive statements. Each of these state-
ments might be thought of as describing the
general state of the relationship between various
departments. Select that statement which you feel
is most descriptive of each of the departmental
relationships shown on the grid, and enter the
corresponding number in the appropriate square.
(Please fill out the complete grid.) One = sound
— full cooperation is achieved; two = more than
adequate; three = adequate; four = less than
adequate; five = relations not required.
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department
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(Q39) elow IS a list of nine statements, all of whichmight be considerations or concerns of yours inthe implementation of the special needs program.In order to learn which are m.ost important in yourpersonal opinion, please rank order of the state-
ments from one to nine. One indicates "most
concern" and nine indicates "least concern".
MEAN Rank Order
of All Respon-
dents Statements
1 The help the program provides for
students who are doing poorly.
2 The contribution the program
makes in helping students succeed
in my class.
3 The impact the program makes on
the overall quality of the high
school.
4 The value of the program in im-
proving general student morale.
5 The classroom teaching tasks that
result from implementing the new
program.
6 The effect the program has on the
size and make-up of my classes.
7 The money the program diverts
from other uses in the high
school
.
8 The oontribution the program
makes towards building local
support for our school.
9 The effect the program has on the
size of my department.
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Cross tabulations
. In addition to the frequency data pre-
sented for each of the 39 items, some cross-tabulations
were considered as well. These are presented in the
following section.
The importance that individual classroom teachers
attach to how well they teach special needs teachers was
cross-tabulated with the seven tasks that all teachers
ranked the most difficult to implement. A second cross-
tabulation was made to determine which departments had
higher percentages of teachers who personally were con-
cerned with the way in which they taught special needs
students
.
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An
important
part
of
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way
I
evaluate
myself
as
a
teacher
is...b
(12h)
waiving
of
some
course
assignments
for
students
with
serious
writing
or
reading
disabilities:
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An
important
part
of
the
way
I
evaluate
myself
as
a
teacher
is.
(121)
meeting
weekly
with
a
teacher
from
special
needs;
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An
important
part
of
the
way
I
evaluate
myself
as
a
teacher
is...
(12k)
providing
typed
sheets
indicating
all
homework
assignments:
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An
important
part
of
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way
I
evaluate
myself
as
a
teacher
is...
by
(12f)
altering
some
of
your
grading
procedures
for
specific
student
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because
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special
needs
teachers.
134
Two additional cross-tabulations on tasks were made. The
first, cross-tabulated individual teachers' opinions on whether
there has been a noticeable increase in mandated tasks by de-
• partments. The second, cross- tabulated the number of referrals
made by individual teachers by departments.
(Q8)
The
passage
of
the
Ch.
766
Special
Education
Law
has
noticeably
increased
the
tasks
I
am
expected
to
fulfill
as
a
teacher...
by
(Ql)
department:
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A series of cross-tabulations was made on how im-
portant the beginning context or beginning course is to
the subject matter as a whole; on the department's ability
to serve low, medium and high achievers; and on the ease
in which a department could individualize its subject
matter.
(Q24) In any full year course (s) that you teach, how much
must the student learn of the beginning content in
order to satisfactorily proceed through the
course? By (Ql) department:
English
Fine Arts
Language
Math
Occ. Ed.
Phys. Ed.
Science
Social Studies
English
Fine Arts
Language
Math
Occ. Ed.
Phys. Ed.
Science
Social Studies
A Moderate Amount/
Almost All/A Lot Little or None
5
2
2
8
7
1
4
2
1
2
2
1
5
Almost All/
A Lot
A Moderate Amount/
Little or None None
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(Q18) The subject that I teach is easier to individualize
than most other subjects in the school by (Ql)
department:
a. English (7)
b. Fine Arts (2)
c. Language (2)
d. Mathematics (8)
e. Occ. Ed. (9)
f. Phys. Ed. (5)
g. Science (5)
h. Social Studies
Agree/
Agree Strongly
2
2
4
7
3
1
Disagree/
Disagree Strongly
5
2
4
2
2
4
8
(Q31) If students can be roughly divided into (a) low
achieving, (b) medium achieving and (c) high
achieving, how well does my department serve each
group by (Ql) department:
a. low achieving:
Very Well/
Moderately Well Fair/Poor
English (4)
Fine Arts (1)
Language (2)
Mathematics (8)
Occ. Ed. (9)
Phys. Ed. (5)
Science (5)
Social Studies (8)
1 3
1
4
9
5
5
5 3
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h. medium achieving
:
Very Well/
Moderately Well Fair/Poor
English (4) 4
Fine Arts ( 1 ) 1
Language (2) 2
Mathematics ( 8 ) 8
Occ. Ed. (4) 9
Phys. Ed. (5) 5
Science (5) 5
Social Studies ( 8 ) 7
c. high achieving
:
English (4)
Fine Arts (1)
Language (2)
Mathematics ( 8 )
Occ. Ed. (9)
Phys. Ed. (5)
Science (5)
Social Studies ( 8 )
4
1
2
8
9
4 1
5
7 1
A cross-tabulation was made on the potential con-
flict that teachers face between completing a curriculum
unit or slowing down to meet the needs of a few by de-
partment.
(Q32)
If
there
is
a
conflict
between
completing
a
curriculum
unit
or
slowing
down
to
meet
the
needs
of
a
few,
my
personal
inclination
is
to.
.
.by
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How
much
uniformity
is
practiced
in
your
department
to
assigning
homework.
.
.by
(Ql)
departments:
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Grading
students
...
by
(Ql)
department;
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Debate
over
rules
and
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are
actively
engaged
in
within
rny
department.
by
(Ql)
department;
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There
is
a
general
willingness
in
our
department
to
share
the
pleasant
and
unpleasant
tasks
that
we
undertake
by
(Ql)
department:
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The
feeling
within
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department
is
that
colleagues
are
readily
available
to
help
with
specific
teaching
problems
any
of
us
are
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Time
on
task
by
(Ql)
department:
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(Q14) to accGpt tasks... by (Ql) dspartinGnt:
TAPES
MEAN
RANK
ENG MATH
OCC.
ED. SCI. S.S.
A 1 5 4 1 3
B 4 3 2 1 5
C 4 3 1 2 5
D 1 2 4 2 5
E 4 3 1 2 5
F 1 5 2 3 4
G - - —
H 4 5 1 3 2
I 3 1 4 5 2
J 1 3 4 2 5
K 5 2 1 3 4
L 5 2 , 3 1 4
M 4 1 3 2 5
N 1 4 2 3 4
0 5 3 1 4 2
43 42 33 34 55
3.07 3.00 2. 36 2.43 3.93
4 3 1 2 5
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Structured Interview Data
As stated on page 103, the 13 questions in the
structured interview were designed to elicit information
in a number of categories. The first category included
the respondents ' recollection of the school's participation
in special education prior to the enactment of 766 and the
respondents' knowledge of the change in policy and the
manner in which the new policy was conveyed. The second
category focused on the classroom teacher's responsibili-
ties for implementing Ch. 766, the actual changes that
have occurred as a result of these responsibilities, and
the incentives for carrying out these responsibilities.
The third category focused on intra school conflict which
may or may not have resulted from Ch. 766 and integration
factors which exist in the school.
Two of the three principals, two department heads,
two sooial studies, two mathematics, one science, and one
English teacher were interviewed. Each respondent
answered every question. What follows is a question-by-
question presentation of the data in each category. The
analysis of this and other data will be found in Chapter
Four.
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(Ql) Prior to 766 there were obviously students who had
special needs. Could you please give a brief his-
tory of the kinds of services that were provided
by the high school and also a description of the
student who received these services?
a. The two principals, one department head and two
teachers all mentioned a self-contained classroom for the
mentally retarded. One department head said there might
have been an MR class but couldn't remem±>er. One teacher
said that she doesn't remember seeing any M.R. kids.
b. Both principals mentioned that a program was
developed for "acting out kids" or "behaviorally non-
functioning students" who were potential dropouts. The
teachers mentioned that there were slow kids and the at-
tempted solution was non-college courses. "Water every-
thing down, low expectations, no homework." One teacher
said there was "an assortment of psychological personnel
around but not really sure who was getting v;hat". The
only kids getting help were those with really severe
problems: "75% of today's 766 students were not getting
help then".
Eight respondents mentioned that a special pro-
gram gradually coalesced into a "drop in center with its
own partial curriculum. The teachers said that no skills
were being taught, a number of people said the assistant
principals did not support it, and a department head said
that even though the drop in center failed it was
important
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because "it started the change process".
c. Most of the respondents recalled one reading
teacher and a speech teacher. Their programs were limited
and there was little or no diagnosis at the high school
level.
d. One teacher of both general and college classes
commented that he "didn't run into any students with spe-
cial needs".
(Q2) What successes and what problems resulted from these
services?
a. One principal felt that there was no systematic
support for special education programs. The school's ad-
ministration was trying to figure out the right format.
"In the late 60'
s
kids needed lots of counseling but this
was changing." The other principal felt it was hard to
gauge the success of the self-contained M.R. classroom.
Furthermore, the drop-in program was simply a holding
pattern until graduation. No real work on how to learn.
In his opinion the faculty feeling was that "it was a zoo,
but a safety valve".
b. A department head succinctly commented "success
adiTiission of a problem, starting of some change. Problems
everything" .
c. One sympathetic math teacher felt the problem
151
was not with the drop-in program but with the lack of
support by teachers around the school. According to him
a general comment of the math department was "it's a play-
ground up there". A number of teachers commented on the
failure to communicate with them about how to work with
the problem kids when they were not in the drop-in center.
"I had a severe LD kid and I didn't know how to handle
him. "
d. A criticizing teacher summarized: "Problems?
No different than I see it now; kids with real problems
who we deal with very badly.
"
(Q3) Describe the beginning of the Ch. 766 special needs
program. Consider, for example, who told you what
to do; what changes did you make; and how dif-
ferent is the program from, the services offered
prior to 766.
a. From the principal's perspective, the change
came from two sources. The central office special educa-
tion administrator was developing a plan for every school
in the system to have a resource center. This plan seems
to have been in anticipation of the new law. Second, an
informal group of parents of children v/ith serious learn-
ing disabilities were using a well known local special
needs private school to pressure the system to either have
programs for their children or pay for the private school.
There was a noticeable switch in emphasis from a counseling
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oriented to a skills oriented program.
b. One department head remembers the beginning of
mainstreaming of the M.R. students into his general level
class. An immediate problem he faced was that the other
students kept closing the blinds to avoid being seen with
two M.R. students. He switched the M.R. students to a
college level course (a policy which is still used) where
the other students in the class would feel less threatened)
.
c. The teachers do not remember how the changes
were conveyed to them. "A real blank-vague memory of talk
of legislation. A sort of fragmentary process of osmosis
..., the line between pre-766 and post-766 very fuzzy."
One teacher remembers learning about 766 because she had
a weird lunch schedule with only 4 teachers so she
"roamed" a lot that year to keep contact and stumbled on
to the programs . Another teacher went on camping trips
with the kids in the "new program" and learned about
changes in policy from "one-to-one contact with special
needs staff and me". Another teacher learned of the 766
law because of an angry friend outside of the school who
fought a losing battle for keeping the old model of self-
contained classrooms.
b. Teachers and departraent heads both seemed m.ore
aware of political changes than actual change. A new
Guidance Department head, the switching of the special
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needs unit from Occupational Education (where it was
housed as a convenience) to Guidance, and the hiring of
some new people. "No one was concerned about the program,
just a curiosity about the new people.
"
c. "The new program was neither fish nor fowl."
They were grouping all these kids together (reading prob-
lems and social problems). A teacher had 16 kids and 13
Ed Plans. "Every one needs U.S. History and you need
mainstreaming; therefore, lump both together."
d. There was no formal help from "upstairs" (the
special needs program) . Another teacher noted that in the
second year he began to change his class somewhat -- more
writing on the board, less lectures. Matched special
needs and regular students in lab. "All the changes were
informal based on conversations with new people."
e. Consensus was that the principal favored the
new programs. Virtually no help froiri central office,
their concentration seemied to be on elementary schools.
Some disastrous early workshops which only a few remem-
bered ("like a lecture in Chinese").
f. One teacher concluded "I didn't think it had to
do with me as a classroom teacher. The new programs did
not tap my own experience as a teacher who had some
academic ideas.
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(Q4) What have been the greatest changes for classroom
teachers since the inception of Ch. 766?
a. The two principals offered a differing perspec-
tive. One felt there had been virtually no changes and
that teachers are now over the fear that there would be
change. The other cited the gradual disappearance
of the non-college curriculum. Most classroom teachers
prior to 766 taught only college and pushed special needs
kids into the non-college curriculum. "The biggest change
now is that classroom teachers have to deal with a wide
variety of kids. Most teachers probably do not vary their
curriculum in spite of this."
b. One department head felt much more help was
available for the classroom teacher and the other worried
that the paperwork and extra help provided during free
periods was time consuming and frustrating for the
teachers
.
c. The teachers reached no consensus, their opin-
ions ranging from heightened frustration to new sensiti-
vities to "no real big change". Virtually all mentioned
increased paperwork. A few mentioned the problem or re-
sponsibility. There is a diffusion and one teacher
diagrammed the maximum possibility.
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Another teacher cited a growing sense of guilt and inade-
quacy. "We used to be able to pay lip service to indivi-
dualization. Individualization means a lot of work which
now has the force of law and administrative support. Even
those who try will feel inadequate. Used to be o.k. to
say special needs will take care of it — now getting
harder to play ostrich." The teacher who thought that
there had been no change "already saw as my role to check
out a problem kid even before 766". The most frustrated
teacher worried that "no matter how much love up there,
it is a lie if it doesn't transfer to the classroom". The
whole notion will only work with smaller classes, an aide,
and more planning time.
d. One teacher concluded that his biggest change
was that he was "now aware of all kids and their special
needs "
.
What formal responsibilities do the classroom
teachers have for implementing Ch. 766?
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a. The principals agreed that the teachers should
be aware of every special needs student in the class and
consciously try to implement the Educational Plan.
"It is both school policy and state law — to the extent
that which it can be done. It is probably impossible to
carry out the law to the fullest extent."
b. The department heads diverged. One felt the
classroom teacher's responsibilities were minimal --
"added paperwork but much fewer discipline problem.s".
The other thought that a teacher has to deal with every
special needs student no matter how tough cr tim.e consum-
ing.
c. The teachers were in general agreement: read
the plans, fill out forms and help the institution meet
its legal responsibility. One noted there are new chan-
nels to use but I am not sure I am mandated to use them.
Another stated "a special need requires special effort.
If you have too many special needs students, you will ul-
timately become frustrated and burned out".
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(Q6) What incentives — both formal and informal — do
classroom teachers have for beinc more responsive
to the teaching of special needs students?
a. The two principals cited administrative expec-
tations but both placed more emphasis on the informal.
"Pride". "Name of the ballgaine to draw out every indivi-
dual kid."
b. Both department heads stated that incentives
are basically informal. The evaluation form mentions
"individual needs," however, it is used to refer to all
students. One concluded sympathetically that the general
consensus is that teachers are overwhelmed. "The bible
of individualization is nothing but frustration. What can
I do with a class of 27?"
c. The teachers agreed that the predominant incen-
tive is informal and that both formally and informally
there may even be a disincentive. One teacher said re-
garding formal incentives: "None! Almost all personal
satisfaction. No one seems to notice our effort but the
special needs teachers." Another noted that the "operative
force is either personal satisfaction or the avoidance of
individual guilt and/or institutional grief. Formal
incentives only if you don't do it." Four teachers noted
that if you get recognized for doing a good job with
special needs kids you will be given more of themi. One
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concludsd W0 are expected to do our jobs — no formal
discussion in the department takes place regarding special
needs or 766. Often discussed as a gripe."
(Q7) Some classroom teachers develop a reputation for
teaching special needs and/or low achieving
students. What are the observable differences
that distinguish between a teacher who is good
at teaching special needs students from a teacher
who is not? Have you observed any positive
formal recognition of the differences by the
administration?
a. Both principals cited affective factors:
warmth, caring, not defensive, not critical. "A teacher
who doesn't put down students." One stated there is some
recognition but not with anything tangible such as smaller
load or more money. In fact, after a while some of these
teachers feel like they're being dumped on.
b. The department heads mentioned teachers who do
not have an either or mentality and who avoid classifying
kids as good or bad. One cited a presence, an ability to
handle kids. "Put the strongest teachers; establish no
fooling around. As a department head, I also have a re-
sponsibility to teach them myself." As for rewards, one
concluded that "teachers who can teach special needs kids
will get stereotyped and that is a concern for them".
c. All but one of the teachers also emphasized
affective considerations. A teacher must be non- threaten-
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ing, younger, often physical and more likely to have an
outside relationship with kids in general. Another men-
tioned the importance of caring enough to talk about
something else besides school. Also, the ability to not
be intimidated by tough kids. A third teacher mentioned
developing an atmosphere "which truly tells kids you don't
mind explaining it for the 5th time". A fourth mentioned
the ability to change diction, to speak their language. A
literal pat on the back or squeeze on the arm.
d. Two teachers also spoke about non-af fective
factors such as work load and technique. One cited the
need to use different techniques all the time. Another
mentioned that classroom teachers who succeed with special
needs students "may change subtly student work load or
grading. This gives all kids a higher chance of success.
It starts with a concern about kids; teachers who care".
e. A concluding remark shows vividly the differences
in perceptions among teachers. "In my department there are
no differences among teachers. I am not really aware of
anyone having a reputation for teaching special needs kids."
(Q8) Describe the formal responsibility that the depart-
ment heads and principals have for implementing
Ch. 766. Has the department met to work specifi-
cally on Ch. 766 implementation?
a. One principal noted that everything I say should
occur; I have not pushed yet on 766. The other cited his
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role to see that testing, meetings and Ed. Plans are
taking place; somewhat of a gate keeping role.
b. The department heads could not recall formal
discussions, just a sense that they had to do it.
c. The teachers recalled no formal department
meetings on special needs. Occasional comments are made
like "don't forget to read the Ed. Plans." Individual
directives occur from the principal about a specific stu-
dent. One teacher mentioned that "individual teachers
have gotten together to discuss better exams or better
ways of dealing with some problem kid".
Note: Read to the Interviewer
:
The organizational behavior li terature has many theories
as to the role and desirability of conflict withzn an
institution. The following questions on conflict have
been included because Ch. 766 demands a certain amount
of change which could conceivably create conflict in the
school.
(Q9) What are the most prominent kinds of interdepart-
mental conflicts that exist within this high
school?
a. A strong consensus exists about the type of
conflict in the school. The principals cited competition
for students and feelings of isolation as the most promi-
nent. The English Department is in a favored position
because of its content. Occupational Education and
Language need students. "Loss of students and
tightening
161
makes for conservative approach. Doesn't feel like
change when you are asked to deal with less." "Depart-
ments more isolated than conflicted."
b. One department head indicated that there was
not much conflict because we are segregated. Most concerns
that I have in the Department Head meetings are about my
own department. The second noted that there is the debate
about "we teach well, others do not or we reach out to kids
and others don't". There is always the debate about why
my department is being reduced. Both agreed that inter-
departmental conflicts are not played out.
c. The teachers' sense of conflict can be summed
up with the statement "on the theoretical level conflict
is over the allocation of priorities. Actual conflict is
more due to isolation and/or personalities." One teacher
cited specific friction between the Special Needs Depart-
ment and all others. "The conflict with 766 is good
because it is not explosive and, advocacy for individual
kids is needed." All seemed to agree that conflicts are
seldom verbalized to the people involved.
(QlO) What is the formal policy (s) for resolving inter-
departmental conflicts? Is this the way in
which most conflicts are resolved?
a. According to the principals, a structure exists
but most conflict is not talked about except informally.
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b. One department head felt that conflict is ig-
nored or smoothed over. "Non-directive — the principal
sits down and listens." The other department head didn't
know how conflicts were resolved in the school.
c. The teachers felt that conflict was not en-
couraged and was even ignored. "Marshmellow approach, if
you let it go long enough it resolves itself." One teacher
felt there was not enough conflict going on because "people
are busy, somewhat frightened and fragmented". There is
not enough change happening to make real conflict. Two
teachers voiced a concern that the way the school resolves
conflict is to passify parents. And one teacher noted
with irony that the biggest formal policy that exists is
what day to give tests.
(Qll) Do you think that Ch. 766 has increased the amount
of actual conflict (or potential for conflict)
within the school?
a. The principals somewhat disagreed. One stated
that conflict was increased at the beginning but now there
is no conflict. "When we ask for more we will get more
conflict. People do not give up territorial rights
easily. " The other principal raised som.e specific points
of conflict. Ch. 766 has increased the amount of work for
teachers. It also demiands that teachers make compromises.
The classroom, teachers do not see the results of
their
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efforts because kids move on so quickly. At present, we
only have "informal conflict resolution" which can only
resolve a kid's problem, never a procedural problem.
"Putting out brush fires."
b. One department head noted that 766 forced some
existing conflict to be dealt with. Overall, it has de-
creased conflict. The other department head felt that
causes more work, it had to have created more
conflict. "Teachers look upon this as a demand which they
can' t handle.
"
c. The teachers were ambivalent about 766 and con-
flict. One said it was hard to answer — in some ways yes
and in some ways no. Another said no. "It's just one
other problem of the day." Another said that 766 had
somewhat increased conflict: "more than it should have
because there were no other conflicts". One teacher ’ore
harshly stated no because 766 and special needs "is irre-
levant to the school. It hasn't created any useful con-
flict". She tempered this with a comment that there is
a tendency to criticize and bitch and not praise when
things are going well. Two teachers worried about the
incipient problem of growing pressure to change grading
procedures for some special needs students.
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(Q12) What kind, if any, Ch. 766 backlash have you
detected from each of the following groups:
(1) classroom teachers; (2) parents; (3)
assistant principals and principal; (4)
superintendents; (5) school board?
a. The principals noted some teacher backlash —
one believing it is dying down, the other believing it is
not widespread but somewhat serious. There was a recogni-
tion that one assistant principal has steered clear of
766. The other believes it to be basic to his job but
"dislikes people who try to use it without looking at the
family for help first". No backlash yet from parents,
particularly those getting service. Always some rumblings
about the average kid not getting the attention. The
superintendent and school committee "incensed with notion
that state expects things immediately and gives things
reluctantly". Also hard for them to know with any preci-
sion what they are getting for their dollars.
b. The two department heads both felt that a back-
lash was so far minimal despite initial fears. One
repeated his concern about overburdening teachers.
c. Teachers felt that among their fellow teachers
there was a vague sense of backlash over paperwork and
special treatment. One noted that the assistant principals
like established procedures and that special needs teachers
often seem to work outside of them. Another noted that
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central office has begun to use 766 as a reason for why
we can't do other things.
(Q13) Finally, in any discussion of conflict it ispossible that some staff members in the schoolplay an integrating role; that is they concern
themselves with the concerns of the entire
school and not just the concerns of their owndepartment. Who plays a role at our high school?
a. Overall, there was no person mentioned more
than three times in the ten interviews. One principal
^oted that Guidance and Special Needs tend to play an
integrating role, but "they end up talking about indivi-
dual kids — so it is viewed as an individual matter not
a policy".
b. One department head noted that there was no
real incentive to integrate. Another said "the adminis-
tration by necessity".
c. The teachers could not arrive at a consensus.
"No forum for integration." "A strong unmet need."
Another teacher said that some people are put in the role
-- Guidance, Special Needs and the Administration. One
tried to sum this area up with the comment "special needs
is the one area of change, excitement, and growth that
cuts across departmental concerns. The rest of the
school does not have that feeling".
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Observations of the Special Needs Department
The primary focus of this study is the classroom
teacher in his or her own department. Yet, most of the
time, money, and effort in the first five years of the
law has been the establishment (or enlargement and re-
orientation) of the Special Needs Department. The idea
this study grew out of many hours of personal
observations on why the Special Needs Department and
special needs teachers differed from their regular educa-
tion counterparts.
The major clue to this difference was alluded to
in one of the structured interviews when a teacher said
that "assistant principals like established procedures
and special needs teachers often seem to work outside of
them". As the review of the literature noted, being on
the outside is the metaphor for special needs students and
teachers alike. The question remains: In what specific
ways does the special needs department differ from the
others? My observations , combined with countless informal
discussions with regular and special classroom teachers
and administrators, included the following potentially
important differences.
Special needs teachers operate within a much looser
structure. The teacher, to a large extent, determines
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what work to assign (curriculum) and the way in which it
is graded. School and departmental policies on attendance
and detention are loosely adhered to and individually
applied. The classroom atmosphere is informal to the
point of casualness, seats are rarely assigned, and there
is no front of the class for the teacher to be stationed.
Indeed, each special needs classroom is part learning cen-
ter, part lounge, and part office. The informal structure
influences the teacher's behavior as well. Special needs
teachers are the only teachers to leave a classroom during
an assigned period for important phone calls from parents
or quick meetings with other teachers (who happen to have
a free period)
.
Special needs teachers work with many students who
are in trouble with school policy or school rules. Some
students lack credits to be promoted or to satisfy a
specific subject matter category, other students have too
many cuts to satisfy a course requirement, still others
need special consideration for an assignment or exam. The
net result is that special needs teachers spend a Signifi-
cant amount of time urging the principal, assistant
principals, department heads and teachers to bend, alter
or ignore a specific rule.
It is generally agreed that teaching special needs
students is more difficult than teaching other students.
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That is why the teacher student ratio in the resource
room is small and why classroom teachers continually urge
smaller classes, if they are to teach large numbers of
special needs students. A classroom teacher often talks
about establishing a presence in the classroom in order
to create an atmosphere for teaching and learning. For
special needs teacher the problem is spending the sub-
stantial amount of time needed to build a specific indi-
vidual relationship with their students. Many special
needs students do not even begin the tasks that are
assigned to them in the resource room until they have
personally accepted being there and accepted the commit-
ment to work with that particular teacher.
The interpersonal relationships that exist between
students and staff are noteworthy in a special needs
setting. There is a great deal of discussion about what
happens in the lives of both students and teachers outside
of school. Many special needs students freely use the
teacher's first name (except when the principal appears).
It is not unusual to see a student crying in the corner
or venting his or her anger over a current injustice.
Picnics, in school birthday parties, and camping trips
all promote close interpersonal relationships. Advice
is not limited to how to pass a course. Special needs
students frequently seek help on how to approach parents
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with a problem, how to handle a drug or drinking situa-
tion, how to make up with a boy or girlfriend, etc. What
IS noteworthy is not that any of these interchanges occur,
but the amount of time and the intensity given to the in-
terchanges
.
^^C)ther factor that separates special needs teachers
from other classroom teachers is the need and effort to
get along with teachers across departments. Special needs
teachers have to coordinate how their students are doing,
both in the resource room and in each of the other depart-
ments. They cannot afford to ignore a group of teachers
or a particular department because of interpersonal dif-
ferences.
A final factor is a combination of goals and time
— what might be called a perspective factor. Special
needs teachers frequently stay with their students for
four years. They tend to measure progress from the early
records and behavioral reports, not from the first day of
the quarter. They worry about final grades, but are even
more worried about what will happen next year or even
after high school. There is a constant tug between work-
ing on content that will help pass the next exam and
working on skills that will not help in that particular
exam but will help in future exams.
It is obvious that the Special Needs Department
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does not look or act like any of the other departments.
The informal structure, the interpersonal relationships
between students and staff, the time spent on building
these relationships, the need to integrate with the rest
of the school, and the differing perspective towards the
teaching of skills or content combine to give the depart-
ment an appearance and a reality that differs from
Mathematics, Occupational Education, Physical Education
and the like. This reality is an important piece of data
in the understanding of how the classroom teacher parti-
cipates in and resists the Ch. 766 special education law.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this chapter is to use the data pre-
sented in Chapter III to explore the problem statements
on task implementation, differentiation and integration,
and role conflict. The format for the chapter is to pre-
sent each of -the problem statements, review the data
which relates to each statement, and discuss the implica-
tions of the data.
The Implementation of Tasks
Problem statement 1 . The easier tasks to implement will
be those that provide only minimal disruption to the normal
routines of the classroom teacher and/or those that fit
easily into the norms of high school teaching.
Data analysis . 76.6 percent of the classroom teachers
thought that Ch. 766 had noticeably increased the tasks
that they were expected to fulfill. Only 8.5 percent of
these teacners thought that there had been a "large in-
crease" and a separate group, 23.4 percent, saw "no
change". Thus there is an indication that the increased
tasks have affected many teachers but that this affect is
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unevenly felt. Further, the predominant opinion is that
the change has been slight to moderate.
tasks* (see p. 31r Chapter I) were isolated
because classroom teachers are mandated by the Educational
Plans to implement these tasks. The teachers rated each
task from "highly acceptable" to "highly unacceptable" and
also ranked them in order of "most difficult" and "most
implemented". The seven tasks rated most acceptable (com-
bining the percentage of "highly acceptable" and "accept-
able") were as follows:
1. referring students to the Special Needs
Department for evaluation;
2. allowing designated special needs students to
take their tests untimed in the resource room
area;
3. accepting dictated tests for specific students;
4. participating in 766 core evaluation meetings;
5. discounting spelling errors on tests and
in-class assignments for students with specific
learning disabilities;
6. devoting a greater portion of extra help time
to special needs students;
7. meeting weekly with a teacher from the Special
Needs Department.
The seven tasks rated most unacceptable (combining
the percentage of "unacceptable" and "highly acceptable )
*Task g has been eliminated from the analysis
because of some ambiguity about how the tapes would be
provided
.
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were as follows:
1. writing individualized lesson plans for special
needs students;
2. providing mimeographed outlines of class notes;
3. waiving of some course assignments for students
with serious writing or reading disabilities;
4. meeting weekly with a teacher from the Special
Needs Department;
5. providing typed sheets indicating all homework
assignments;
6. writing daily or weekly checklists on students;
7. altering some of your grading procedures for
specific students.
Implications . The review of the literature stated that
"the impact of particular tasks on the organization in-
creases when either the number of different tasks increases
and/or the proportion of non-routine tasks increases".
The addition of fourteen special needs tasks without any
additional time or compensation for doing them has
obviously had its impact. Most of these tasks in isolation
do not seem overwhelming. However, the sum of all the
tasks makes each task more difficult to implement. This
probably explains why only two tasks on their own get a
substantially low acceptability rating.
The proportion of non-routine tasks has also in-
creased. Each of the fourteen tasks falls into four
overlapping categories which present problems for class-
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room teachers. These are; (1) extra class preparation;
(2) an exceptional procedure; (3) a violation of a norm;
and (4) attendance at a meeting.
The two most difficult tasks — writing individualized
lesson plans for special needs students and providing
mimeographed outlines of class notes — both would be con-
sidered exceptional procedures and would considerably
increase a teacher's class preparation. The third and
seventh most difficult task — waiving of some course
assignments for students with serious writing or reading
disabilities and altering some of your grading procedures
for specific students — violate two important high school
norms, "equal treatment" of all students and the mainten-
ance of "high standards".
Another task — meeting weekly with a teacher from
the Special Needs Department — gets both a high accept-
ability and high unacceptability rating. The reason for
this is that this task is an exceptional procedure and it
does demand attendance at a meeting, but the task itself
is not difficult. This is also true of providing typed
sheets indicating all homework and writing checklists on
students. Both would be irritants, but neither are
difficult.
The five most acceptable tasks all fall into only
one problem category and all occur sporadically rather
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than on a daily or weekly basis. It is not surprising
that each of these tasks is already occurring on a regular
basis in the school.
Another interesting factor about all of the tasks,
except the easiest (referring students to the Special
Needs Department)
,
is that at least some of the faculty
views them as "unacceptable". This is the first piece of
evidence that suggests that within the faculty and within
each department there is a split for all but the most
routine demands of Ch. 766.
Finally, it is important to note that while all of
these tasks have been mandated by law, not all have become
a routine part of classroom teaching. The two most unac-
ceptable tasks have not occurred at all, even for severely
disabled students. Furthermore, the waiving of assignments
or the altering of grades could only have occurred in-
formally, almost on a hidden basis, because many teachers
would rightly see this as a violation of current school
policy
.
Differentiation and Integration
Problem statement 2 . The Special Needs Department is
differentiated from all other subject matter departments.
Data analysis. The main data on the Special Needs Depart-
ment comes from the structured interview and observations
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of the department itself. The purpose in asking the ques-
tions about the pre Ch. 766 special education services and
about the change over to the specific Ch. 766 program was
to determine (1) what kind of segmentation existed prior
to the new law, (2) what changes were made, and (3) what
effect these changes have had on special education and
regular education personnel.
The responses indicated that prior to Ch. 766 the
school had a self-contained classroom for the mentally
retarded, a small developmental reading program and a
drop-in center for students who were disruptive and unable
to fit into a typical high school structure. The programs
were largely hidden away and the existing school norm for
them might be described as a "necessary evil". The pro-
grams were fragmented and housed in the Occupational
Education Department. Its department head had no exper-
tise in special education although he cared deeply and was
willing to try out new ideas.
There was not an overwhelming amount of conflict
regarding these programs because they were mostly hidden
from the mainstream of regular education. The predominant
experience of classroom teachers was one of non- involvement.
For many this was not a problera, others felt frustrated.
The drop-in center was the most visible program. It had
the support of the principal, but lacked the support of
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the assistant principals and of most of the teachers —
"it was a zoo, but a safety valve". While it is diffi-
cult to precisely reconstruct the attitudes of the special
education teachers at the time (all but one has left)
,
the predominant impression was one of "siege mentality," a
group of embattled, tired teachers and a handful of allies
throughout the school.
The change over to a full-fledged Special Needs unit
evolved over a period of two to three years. While most
classroom teachers are hazy about the specific policies
and plans that were made, almost all remember the more
dramatic change in personnel; specifically, replacing the
Guidance Department head, moving all the special education
programs into a visible and identifiable unit, and re-
placing three of the special educator teachers in one year.
Few teachers knew the implications for these moves, but
most were aware of the principal's interest (some would
say favoritism) in an expanded, more viable special educa-
tion program. There was also a growing awareness that a
new law was either a motivator or rationale for the
interest
.
Perhaps the most significant change in the special
education programs at the high school was in the attitude
of the new special education personnel. There was a
growing belief, backed up by the force of law, that spe-
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cial education was of equal importance and equal status
to the regular education in the school. It was this grow-
ing belief or assertion coiribinec with the inevitable
difference in orientation toward their work that has in-
fluenced the interplay and potential conflict between
special and regular education personnel in the past three
years
.
The data which documents the differences in orienta-
tion is observational and inferential. Tasks which
special needs teachers see as critical and even routine,
regular classroom teachers see as problematic. Classroom
teachers frequently refer to the needs of many; special
education teachers are pre-occupied with the needs of a
few. The observations in Chapter III (p. 166) cited the
looseness of the. structure that the special needs program
operates within, the emphasis on long term results and the
priority placed on building relationships with students.
All of these factors differ in degree, if not kind, from
the orientations of classroom teachers.
Implications . According to Lawrence and Lorsch, organiza-
tions function in relation to their own external environ-
ments. The organization must segment itself into parts to
be able to meet the pluralistic demands of its external
sub-environments. Segmentation produces specialized
administrators with different cognitive, emotional and
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attitudinal orientations toward their work, and the state
of these different orientations is called differentiation.
The most clear-cut case of segmentation in recent
years was the establishment of the Special Needs unit.
Segmentation was required in part because it was mandated
by law and in part as a response to the real needs of spe-
cific students who could not survive in the existing
structures of the high school. The actual differentiation
that resulted from these needs is evident from the way in
which the special needs unit functions when compared with
all other departments.
There is, however, an inevitable struggle to maintain
the newly acquired differentiation as more and more demands
are made on classroom teachers. There is subtle pressure
from both administrators and classroom teachers to insure
that the Special Needs unit does not become too differen-
tiated. The high school’s social system provides room for
differences on a case-by-case basis more readily than
differences of an entire department. An idiosyncratic
teacher or assistant principal can, and do, provide tra-
ditional institutional responses to different orientations.
Whether or not a whole department can be different remains
an open question.
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Problem statement 3 , The departments with the closest
similarity to the Special needs department on the combined
dimensions of differentiation (goals, structure, time and
interpersonal relations) will respond more favorably to
the tasks required by Ch. 766 legislation.
Data analysis . The formal questionnaire attempted to
adapt to a school the format of Lawrence and Lorsch's in-
dustrial questionnaire* in order to measure the four di-
mensions of differentiation for each high school depart-
m.ent. A series of questions were tabulated for each of
the dimensions. In three** dimensions (structure, time
and interpersonal relations)
,
the data revealed no
meaningful distinction among departments; rather, it
suggested that within departments greater differences
occurred
.
The data did reveal that the Mathematics department
was the only department in which a majority of the respon-
dents spent 80% or more of their time on tasks versus
relationships (see p. 141). The data suggested that every
department was supportive of interpersonal relationships
among its members (see pp. 142-144). The formality of structure
questions indicated that Occupational Education and Science
*See Methodological Appendix, pp. 247-268, Lawrence
and Lorsch, Organization and Environment, 1969.
**The goal statements were not adaptable from
Lawrence and Lorsh suggesting that a totally new format
for this dimension is necessary.
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might have the most formal — top down decision-making
structure — and Social Studies the least. However, the
distinctions between all departments was narrow.
The teachers were also asked which departments were
most similar and dissimilar to their own. The intention
was to cross-check the data on differentiation. The re-
sponses (see p. 125) revealed that Mathematics teachers and
Science teachers consider their departments to be similar
as do teachers of English and Social Studies. The re-
mainder of the data on other departments is scattered.
In the structured interviews, a number of comments were
made about the similarity of Guidance and Special Needs
because they alone have cross departmental responsibili-
ties ("advocates for students wherever they are").
The problem statement (3) was concerned with
deriving an explanation of which departments would respond
more favorably to the tasks required by Ch. 766 legisla-
tion. In a ranking of each academic department by the
percent of those members who found each of the tasks
acceptable. Occupational Education, Science, Mathematics,
English and Social Studies ranked one to five, respectively.
However, the questionnaire data on differentiation does
not support the idea that any of these fi'/e departments
are more or less similar to the Special Needs unit
in
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orientation. For example, whereas one might expect
Occupational Education to be similar because of the high
number of general students in its courses, the same expec-
tation would not be true of the Science Department.
Implications . Some informal observations of each of the
academic departments suggests why the departments might
have ranked in the above order. Both Occupational Educa-
tion and Science have department heads who have readily
met on special needs concerns, and more importantly, in-
structed their teachers to follow through on them.
While the department heads in English and Social Studies
have also been cooperative, these departments appear to
be more fragmented and diverse. Even more important is
the common perception (which is frequently articulared in
the teacher's room and in other informal settings) that
English and Social Studies teachers are the most over-
burdened by numbers of students and the quantity of paper-
work to correct (essays versus short answers) . This
might be a powerful deterrent to positively accepting new
tasks which involve more time and paperwork.
The data does not suggest that departments other
than the Special Needs unit — are significantly differen-
tiated from each other. What seems much mere likely is
that within the framework of generally good interpersonal
relations, each department has teachers who disagree on
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the importance, or acceptability of special needs tasks
and concerns. Virtually all teachers have a common bond
iri feeling overburdened but, as will become evident in
the section on role conflict, some are more actively
to engage in the special needs program.
Problem statement 4 . The high school lacks the appropriate
policies and people to increase the level of integration
needed to resolve interdepartmental conflicts created by
Ch. 766 tasks.
Data analysis. The matrix on p. 124 adapted from Lawrence
and Lorsch measured the state of integration among depart-
ments in the school. Respondents were asked to rate the
relationship between each department with five choices:
(1) sound -- full cooperation is achieved; (2) more than
adequate; (3) adequate; (4) less than adequate; and (5)
relations not required. Virtually half of the respondents
stated they were unable to answer for departments other
than their own which is a clue to the isolation that
exists within a high school. A rank order of the average
means for each department gives an estimate of the m.ost
integrated to the least integrated departm.ent:
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TABLE 7
DEPARTMENTAL INTEGRATION
Rank Department Average Mean
1 Guidance 2.512
2 Special Needs 2.568
3 Occupational Education 2.986
4 Science 3.117
5 English 3.165
6 Social Studies 3.228
7 Mathematics 3.269
8 Language 3.347
9 Physical Education 3.348
10 Fine Arts 3.382
While there were only a few respondents who put
"more than adequate" and even fewer that put "sound —
full cooperation achieved/" in virtually all cases a well
known personal (rather than departmental) relationship
seemed to influence the response. For example, fifteen
respondents put "1" or "2" for Guidance and Special Needs,
but they are actually two units of the same department
and work together. The next highest was nine respondents
who put "1" or "2" for Physical Education and Guidance;
the head of Guidance was a former popular Physical Educa-
tion teacher. A final example explains the next highest,
eight respondents who put "1" or "2" for Special Needs
and Occupational Education. The coordinator of Special
Needs and the Occupational Education Department head
coincidentally share an office together.
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A review of the less obvious relationships (e.g.,
Occupational Education and Language or Physical Education
and Matheinat ics ) reveals that as inany as 50 percent of the
respondents do not feel that relations are required. The
average response for all departments falls between "ade-
quate" and "less than adequate". If we eliminated the
responses for Guidance and Special Needs, the total of
all means would move significantly closer to "less than
adequate"
.
At least fifteen teachers questioned me personally
on why relations would be required by most departments
(except for the obvious need to interact with Guidance and
Special Needs )
,
and many teachers seemed genuinely per-
plexed that I would expect that they would have an opinion
on the state of relations between departments other than
their own.
The structured interviews provided a cross-check to
the matrix. The second most nuiTierous response to the
question "What are the most prominent kinds of interde-
partmental conflicts," was the feeling of isolation that
exists in the school.
Policies and people are needed to resolve conflict
and promote integration. Yet, no person stood out as a
key integrator in the school according to the responses
of the structured interview. The "office" of principal
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was cited as the only current obvious place to promote
integration. The rest of the responses were scattered
among some department heads, some teacher association
officers, some Guidance and Special Needs personnel, and
a few "popular" teachers. The question generated the
most "pauses" of any question in the interview, almost as
if to reflect the fact that the high school has no one
with the title "integrator".
The consensus of teachers and department heads in-
terviewed was that the policy for conflict resolution v;as
"no policy". Differences were not encouraged, conflicts
were smoothed over, problems were isolated and dealt with
exclusively by the principal. The main conflicts that
surfaced were conflicts generated by individual parents
and students and these were solved on a case-by-case
basis
.
There was also disagreement on whether 766 actually
created more conflict or less. Responses in the struc-
tured interview ranged from "yes" because it burdened the
teacher to "no" because it helped solve major discipline
problems for teachers . Perhaps the most accurate response
came from the principal v:ho thought that initially Ch.
766 increased conflict but the push for change nad been
modest enough to ultimately calm any fears.
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Implications
. Integration is judged by the state of col-
laboration that exists among departments; a state that is
required by the demands of the environment to achieve
unity of effort. The increased differentiation that re-
sulted from the formal establishment of a special needs
unit demanded an increased state of collaboration. Every
special needs student has an official Educational Plan
that has instructions for special and regular classroom
teachers alike, and these instructions virtually mandate
collaboration between the two. As was pointed out by
Derr in the review of the literature, "the deterr.ination
of who has to work together (and how much) to accomplish
the purposes of the organization decides the requirements
for integration".
The data, however, suggests that this determination
has never been formally made. There is no formal forum
that regularly brings together special and regular teachers
to work on building an integrated program. Conflict over
collaboration does surface. But this conflict is always
over a specific teacher, student or parental problem and
the policy is a case-by-case policy. Occasional school-
wide workshops present special education issues that are
controversial. But these workshops are not linked to the
formal decision-making processes of the school. Depart-
ments simply do not meet together and do not ever see it
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as their business to meet together. The integration that
does exist occurs because Guidance and Special Needs per-
sonnel wander the building seeking out individual students
and/or teachers.
Role Conflicts for Individual Teachers Created
by Ch. 766 Legislation
Problem statement 5 . Classroom teachers who indicate a
willingness to implement a greater number of the mandated
766 tasks place greater importance on how well they teach
special needs students.
Data analysis. Another way to look at the mandated tasks
is to cross-tabulate the "acceptable" versus "unacceptable"
tasks with those teachers who consider it important on how
well they teach special needs students and those who do
not. Using the seven most unacceptable tasks as a base,
the following table indicates what these two groups of
teachers feel about the most unacceptable tasks.
TASK
ACCEPTABILITY
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Group one consists of the nine regular classroom
teachers who stated that it was "very important" how well
they teach students with special needs. The two most
difficult tasks are the most revealing. These are the
only tasks in which there is a substantially low accept-
ability factor by teachers in the second group (those who
do not consider it important how well they teach special
needs students)
.
The average acceptability factor for each group is
80.4% for the first group and 61.3% for the second group.
It is interesting to note that all nine teachers who feel
it is "very important" indicated no problems in altering
grading procedures for specific students. Further, only
one teacher in this group thought it was "unacceptable" to
waive some course assignments.
Other data . There is an abundance of indirect data on the
conflicts teachers are experiencing as a result of Ch. 766
tasks. In the first instance, the number of special needs
students are not evenly distributed in all classrooms.
Four classroom teachers teach no special needs students
and six teach sixteen or more special needs students.
Thirty-three percent of the respondents teach three or
less and 31 percent of the respondents teach nine or more.
In essence, the faculty is divided roughly into thirds:
those who teach a few special needs students, those who
191
teach a moderate number, and those who teach a large num-
ber.
In response to the statement "a special needs pro-
gram is essential to the overall functioning of a high
school "virtually every respondent agreed, but 47.1%
"agreed strongly" and 47.1% simply "agreed". There is a
similar split between people who feel "highly favorable"
toward the special needs program and those who feel only
"moderately favorable". An approximately equal split
exists between those faculty members who have referred
students for a special needs evaluation and those who
have made no referrals. In yet another example, twenty-
one respondents have participated in a pre-core evaluation
meeting and twenty-one respondents have not.
"Individualization" is the critical concept in
implementing many of the tasks. Twenty-one respondents
"agree" or "strongly agree" that their subject is easier
to individualize than most. Twenty-eight respondents
"disagree" or "disagree strongly". While the teachers
indicate that the Special Needs unit has helped most
special needs students, opinions on whether or not help
has been provided to the classroom teachers is once again
divided — twenty teachers indicating they have been
helped and twenty-eight teachers indicating they have re-
ceived little or no help.
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Classroom teachers are also not in agreement on the
interaction that should take place between regular and
special needs teachers. In response to "the special needs
teacher, not the classroom teacher, is the logical person
to provide most of the extra help that is needed for
special needs students to succeed in my class," six re-
spondents "strongly agreed" and five "strongly disagreed".
Eighteen respondents "agreed" and fourteen respondents
"disagreed". Seven teachers were "not sure". There is
both doubt and disagreement over who has the basic respon-
sibility for the success of special needs students when
they are in the regular program.
Finally, there is a difference of opinion on one
particular classroom consideration that is likely to
seriously affect special needs students. Thirteen
teachers indicated that they would "finish the unit," if
there was a conflict between completing a curriculum unit
or slowing down to meet the needs of a few. Twenty-nine
teachers indicated that they would "slow down slightly .
One teacher indicated he would "wait for the few .
The structured interviews, like the questionnaire,
have indirect data on role conflicts for teachers. All
but one respondent readily admitted to major differences
between teachers who successfully teach special needs stu
dents and teachers who do not. Successful teachers
have
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a greater affective emphasis, a special concern for the
student as well as the subject matter, and perhaps a
to alter grading and course requirements, if
it would benefit the learning process. Each of the factors
cited speak to a dilemma in roles (i.e., flexible versus
inflexible standards, teacher of content versus teacher of
skills)
.
A number of teachers mentioned the problem of guilt
and inadequacy that occurs when they are unsuccessful with
special needs students. Furthermore, some respondents
felt that the formal responsibilities for classroom
teachers were minimal; others felt that they were open-
ended and time consuming.
The most revealing question in the structured inter-
view is on incentives for teaching students with special
needs. Incentives are a vital influence on the performance
of any role. It is clear from the respondents that in-
formal incentives such as "pride" and "personal satisfac-
tion" provide the primary motivating factor for extending
oneself in the area of special needs teaching. In fact,
many felt that formally there exists a subtle "disincen-
tive" which works against providing extra effort and
concern for special needs students. Respondents cited
that a successful effort can mean continued "less
prestigious" teaching assignments in lower level courses
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»
in the overloading of one's college course with
special needs students. Teachers who include in their
definition of teaching role a diligent effort to teach
special needs students increase both the possibility of
reward and problems.
Additional data . One question was inserted into the ques-
tionnaire even though it did not directly relate to any
particular problem statement. The question asked how well
each respondent's department served low, medium and high
achieving students. 59.1% felt that their departments
served high achieving students "very well" and 54.5% felt
that their department served medium achieving students
"very well". In contrast, only 27.3% felt that their
departments served low achieving students "very well"
.
At the other extreme only 4.5% felt rhat their departments
served high achieving students "fair to poorly," 2.3%
for medium achieving students and, by contrast, 27.3% for
low achieving students. This indicates that the respon-
dents do not agree with the often heard comment made by
parents that the medium achieving students are sacrificed
to the needs of high and low students. Furoher, it is an
indication that teachers agree that the most difficult
population to serve is low achieving students.
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Iinplications
. It is clear that some teachers more wil-
lingly implement 766 tasks than others. Only two tasks
by themselves are difficult and time consuming. Writing
individualized lesson plan for a special needs student
takes an enormous amount of time and is an open-ended
task. The second task, providing mimeographed outlines
of class notes is not currently being done by any class-
room teacher, nor has it even been suggested. Yet, both
of them are needed to have a fully operational mainstream-
ing component.
The nine teachers who stated that it was "very
important" how well they teach students with special needs
are virtually in total agreement about their willingness
to try and implement any task. These nine teachers are
anonymous, but they are scattered among English, Physical
Education, Social Studies, Occupational Education and
Science with the latter two departments housing three re-
spondents each. Strong participation in 766 tasks seems
to be related to one's position in a department rather
than simply membership in a particular department itself.
It also seems to be related to the way in which a teacher
resolves specific conflicting expectations and conflicts
within his or her role as a classroom teacher.
Implications of combined problem statements. The problem
statements were selected to focus attention on specific
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aspects of the implementation process. Tasks, differen-
tiation and integration, and role conflict are all elements
of the process that was studied in order to generate data
on the way in which schools react to mandated change.
Classroom teachers were studied because they represent
both the hopes for and hinderance of any broad scale
change in implementing special education programs. What
do these problem/statements suggest?
In a narrow sense, the following inferences can be
extracted from the data;
1. Classroom teachers in the high school implement
tasks that only minimally disrupt their routines or that
only minimally confront the norms of their teaching. Both
the quantity of Ch. 766 tasks and the difficulty of a few
of the tasks affect a classroom teacher's willingness to
implement these tasks.
2. The Special Needs Department is differentiated
from all other subject matter departments. This creates
an orientation towards time, interpersonal relations with
students and formality of structure which would be seen
as an unacceptable orientation for most teachers in their
academic departments. However, in most departments there
are one or two classroom teachers who have a similar
orientation and even an informal alliance with the Special
Needs Department.
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3. No single academic department is similar to the
Special Needs Department in its orientation towards the
dimensions of differentiation, and no single department
responds more favorably to the tasks required by Ch. 766
legislation. (Fine Arts and Language have much less ex-
posure to special needs students than the other five
academic departments. Physical Education works only with
a handful of students who have physical special needs.)
4. There is a low level of integration at the high
school. No specific staff members are seen as integrators
and few formal policies exist to insure on-going integra-
tion. Where integration does exist, it is usually
regarding the specific problems of one student and is
handled on a case-by-case basis.
5. A small loosely connected group of classroom
teachers place greater importance on how well they teach
special needs students and are more willing to implement
all of the mandated 766 tasks. These teachers do not seem
to experience the same intensity of role conflict as other
classroom teachers. Two probable reasons are that:
first, the group of teachers own needs and values seem to
provide an impetus to work with special needs students
even though these students often require extra considera-
tion, with slower results; second, this group of teachers
seem to be able to more easily resolve the conflict of
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working closely with some students without feeling that
they are sacrificing the demands of many other students.
That is, they are able to assimilate two roles: special
teacher and regular teacher into one occupational role of
classroom teacher.
How then has the school changed? What implications
do these narrow findings have for the large picture of
change in the school? First, is the fact that a major
program is in place. A special needs program exists in
every school in Massachusetts. State funding in a com-
plicated format is returned to each town for special edu-
cation services. A series of regulations dictate policy
and the rights of special needs students and their parents
are presented with more clarity than ever existed before.
Second, special needs students get specific instruc-
tion or support from a certified special needs teacher in
order to help these students function effectively in a
school setting. The type of support is specifically
documented in an Educational Plan which is a signed
contract between the school and the student's parents.
Third, the daily routines of principals and teachers
have subtly changed as both grapple with how to implement
the plan on a more systematic, school-wide basis. Special
education policy has moved from the legislature, to the
state department of education, to local school departments,
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to the special educations departments within each school,
and finally to some classrooms.
This study infers that high schools present major
obstacles to program implementation. The departmental
structure while efficient for the teaching of specific
content does not encourage interdisciplinary approaches to
solving problems. The departmental structure protects and
shelters its members from the concerns of other depart-
ments
.
The staff of the Special Needs Department has a
unique task within the high school. Its members are re-
sponsible for helping other departments with their teach-
ing; the inference is that the Special Needs staff knows
best how certain students will learn social studies,
writing, a science lesson, etc. Where a guidance counselor
usually approaches a teacher about a specific student, the
Special Needs teacher is supposed to know how to change a
way of teaching, improve a choice of materials, and/or
alter a procedure for grading or testing. The guidance
counselors retreat to their office awaiting the next
problem. The special needs teachers retreat to the re-
source area knowing that it is easier to work in the
isolation of their own rooms than to work in the territory
of the other teachers. It is easier to assist a special
needs student individually or in a small group than it is
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to change another teacher's classroom so that the same
student does not need extra, direct assistance.
In the review of the literature (p. 75 ) , the Rand
stated that the outcome of an innovation seems to
depend upon four factors
:
a. the role of principal actors;
b. the institutional structure of incentives and
constraints
;
c. the institutional policy setting; and
d. characteristics of the innovation.
Broad based conclusions can be drawn from the study utiliz-
ing these characteristics.
1 . The principal actors, that is, the principals,
department heads and teachers, have informally combined to
minimize the impact of Ch. 766 on the regular education
program . The thrust of the effort to comply wirh the law
has been to set up a parallel department (to the academic
departments) with the responsibility for complying with
the special educational services that certain students re-
quire and for completing the accompanying paperwork. The
principal actors have (v;ith a few exceptions) supported
the special needs unit but have done little to encourage
I
any systematic interdepartmental planning that would
tamper with the basic routines and procedures of the
school. Instructional experimentation has been encouraged
) as long as it takes place within the Special Needs Depart-
I
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merit or is considered to be an exceptional procedure.
Has the role of the principal actors (to use Rand's
terminology) had an affect on what changes have taken place
in each classroom? The principal and assistant principals
have the most authority in a school. The exercise of that
authority stems mainly from their responsibility for
evaluation. However, tenured teachers are only evaluated
once a year. No reference to special needs competence is
included in the evaluation form. (In fact, most of the
respondents in the structured interview did not recall any
mention of hov; they implemented Ch. 766 tasks as being a
part of their evaluation. ) Second, the principal can
utilize the weekly department head meeting to solve prob-
lems created by the demands of the new program. However,
special needs issues have seldom been on the agenda. When
they have been discussed, it has invariably been to
disseminate information, not to surface and solve a diffi-
cult task.
Department heads, independently could work on class-
room change within their department. During the year of
observation for this study there was only one instance in
which a department head requested that a special needs
teacher advise a group of classroom teachers on a policy
issue regarding Ch. 766 implementation. Instead, vir
tually all of the contact was limited to one special needs
I
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teacher talking to one classroom teacher about a specific
special needs student.
Change in the classroom can occur because a group of
teachers perceive a need to change and request assistance.
However, mainstreaming has not — as originally feared bv
many teachers flooded the classrooms with students who
have serious handicaps. In the few instances where this
has occurred, the extra help has become sufficiently im-
proved so that the problems to the classroom teacher have
been minimized. The classroom teachers — with one or two
exceptions — have not felt enough pressure from the law
to demand systematic help from special needs teachers.
Indeed, they seem to be relieved that the change process
has stopped just short of the classroom door, at the re-
source room level. Special is still separate from
regular when it comes to delivering assistance to the
student.
2 . Specific informal norms and the formal structure
of the high school limit the changes in special education
services to the Special Needs Department itself and to one
or two classrooms in most of the other departments . There
has been no creation of, or even demand of, a forum that
is built into the decision-making structure of the school
which encourages debate and change in the way we integrate
and teach special needs students. Paradoxically, special
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needs teachers could supply the impetus for such a debate,
but they, too, have accepted the informal norms of the
high school and have drawn back from systematic change.
These norms (all of which work to the detriment cf main-
streaming and individualization) include:
1. respect for the privacy of a teacher's class-
room;
2. respect for the sanctity and "clubiness" of
individual departments; and
3. respect for the routine or procedure of
approaching one's colleagues about an indi-
vidual case, not about a change in policy.
The formal structure draws lines that reinforce
these norms. Teachers, easily overwhelmed by the burden
of their own preparation, give generalized support to
their colleagues but remain weary of proposing new forums
for bringing up ideas and strategies. These are left to
bi-monthly workshops which exist outside the decision-
making structure. The workshop topics can be controver-
sial, but their location outside the structure minimizes
their impact.
Of course, it would be difficult if not chaotic for
teachers to meet often and seriously on how to implem.ent
new programs. Valuable energy would be drained from the
difficult enough task of teaching the accepted curriculum.
However, when a real change is needed and even mandated,
this high school and perhaps high schools in general, are
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left with inadequate structures and restrictive norms to
the change process.
3 . The technology of special education^ specifi-
cally individualized instruction^ is not readily adaptable
to a high school setting
. An assumption is often made by
special education personnel that if only classroom teachers
would take the time and effort to individualize their
lessons they would increase the likelihood of teaching
each student in the class. The idea is to provide alter-
native assignments, alternative methods of teaching the
material and to occasionally spend one-on-one time with
specific students. It also assumes that the classroom
teacher, if inclined, could diagnose individual learning
styles of their students and adapt the curriculum accord-
ingly.
It was Cusick who pointed out the need for high
schools to "batch process" their students. The pressure
that high school teachers feel is the pressure to complete
the required content. Success in many courses requires
some knowledge from a prerequisite course. Other course
curriculums must be completed so as to cover all the
material that could be included in a Scholastic Achieve-
ment Test. An elementary school teacher works with 20-30
students. A high school teacher sees over 100 each day
and often doesn't focus on the personal characteristics
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of each student until many weeks after the course has
begun. The technology of special education with its con-
centrated overdose of skill applications, its emphasis on
basics (mechanics) instead of content, and its attention
to the personality of each student is simply not adaptable,
in tact, to the typical high school classroom. The con-
tradiction of resources during the consistent economic
decline of the 1970 's has halted even the discussion of
small group teaching, team teaching, and alternative
curriculums within the high school. The technology of
special education is not conceptually sophisticated or
mysterious, but it has only marginally influenced regular
classrooms, while it continues to flourish and work effi-
ciently in special resource rooms.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary
. The purpose of this study has been to adapt and
apply the tools of organizational and behavioral analysis
to describe the implementation of Chapter .766 as it occurs
in one high school over time and to consider the benefits
of such an analysis.
Based on the relevant literature, and the applica-
tion of the Diamond model and the Differentiation and In-
tegration Model, a series of problem statements related to
tasks, differentiation and integration, role conflict, and
the dynamic interrelationship among these elements were
developed. Those problem statements were listed in full
on pages 12-14 and analyzed in Chapter Four.
Methodology. The study compared the perceptions of class-
room teachers in one high school by department and as
individuals. A questionnaire, structured interviews and
informal observations of the daily routines of the school
were utilized to study each problem statement.
The use of models. The following conclusions are offered
on the benefits of using the two models to describe and
analyze the implementation of Ch. 766. In doing so, it
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is understood that a model is a "simplification of reality,
not a surrogate for it" and that no single model adequately
captures the full complexity of the implementation pro-
cess. Models are needed, however, because as Nelson has
stated, "the problem of making sensible organizational
changes is beyond the present capacity of the various or-
ganizational analysis traditions". This would seem
particularly true of mandated change; change that is anti-
cipated and relevant on the one hand and so threatening
and ill-conceived on the other.
The Differentiation and Integration Model
This model provided the most significant insight
in this study and provided the most difficult methodological
applications. The insights come from Lawrence and Lorsch's
explanation that required differentiation creates a change
in the outlook (or orientation) of the members of the dif-
ferentiated group. This change of outlook, which may be
inevitable and welcome, necessarily makes the integration
effort of the total organization more difficult.
The designation and eventual differentiation of
specific high school personnel to meet the demands of the
new law, paradoxically lim.ited their ability to integrate
these demands as required by law. Nowhere, does the law
or regulations speak to the complexity of differentiation
and integration of a school staff. Effective mainstreaming
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and individualization, taken from the lexicon of special
education have limited application in regular high school
educational programming in a time of declining resources.
Indeed, Ch. 766 was conceived in the literature and dis-
cussion of the late 1960 's when talk of smaller classes,
staffing and modular curriculums made many
of the proposed changes seem possible.
In fact, special needs teachers have gained
status and authority within the school because the dif-
ferentiation was backed by the requirements of the law.
The model also helps identify why a small number of
classroom teachers stand out for their ability to teach
special needs students. The personal outlook (or orienta-
tion) of these classroom teachers closely parallels the
outlook that occurs inevitably when one works within a
Special Needs department and resource room structure.
The Differentiation and Integration Model anti-
cipates the conflict that can result from different
orientations. Lawrence and Lorsch, Derr and others point
to the need for conflict resolving mechanisms within the
organization to allow the required differentiation without
having a state of conflict that works against the overall
goals of the organization. These writers further note that
organizations — such as schools -- which are narrowly
differentiated will not have a tradition of, or practice
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in resolving growing conflicts. The Ch. 766 law simply
does not anticipate the organizational response a high
school will almost inevitably have to any significant
change in tasks, purpose or responsibilities.
The Diamond Model
This model is less specific but also useful in
defining problems of implementation that resulted from the
new law. The model highlights the importance of informal
norms, specific school structures, the nature of each re-
quired task and the role of different people involved in
the tasks. More importantly, it predicts the interre-
latedness of each of these variables, the fact that a
change in one variable will affect and be affected by each
of the other variables.
From a broad perspective it highlights the in-
evitable tensions that will result from change. For
example, the data on tasks revealed that the norms and
structure of the school have a strong influence on which
tasks are acceptable. The model predicts that a change
in tasks necessitates a change in a combination of either
people, formal structures, or informal norms, if there is
to be some hope of thorough implementation.
The model speaks to policy makers and practi-
tioners alike: tampering with the basic factors of the
organization (no matter how well intended and important
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the rationale) will meet with an institutional resistance
that is inevitable because the structures and norms were
in place the equilibrium of the diamond was established
prior to the new requirements. The problem as Dalton
and Lawrence noted is "not to find some optimal approach
to management and management control for all organizations,
but in each situation to find a workable "fit" among:
(a) the task of this organization (what it must
be able to do well to cope effectively with
its environment)
;
(b) the people making up the organization
(their capabilities, backgrounds, and ex-
pectations) ;
(c) the existing social system (the informal
statuses and relationships)
,
and
(d) the formal methods and systems for setting
objectives, measuring performance and
taking action to reward or perform
performance" (Dlaton, 1974, p. 20).
It is probably true that the greater the new requirements,
the greater the need for new people, revision of some im-
portant traditional norms, and the redesigning of aspects
of the organizational structure itself. Yet, the
literature on schools states over and over that schools
are not noted for adaptability in any of these three areas.
Further Implications of the Study
The new special education law leads to some implica-
tions which were not originally anticipated. This study
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began as an analysis of the specific problems of imple-
menting a special education law into regular education
classrooms in the high school. The broader implications
have to do with understanding the nature of high school,
itself, and the affects that outside "integrating" pro-
grams have upon the high school. This dissertation looks
at the high school, the classroom teacher, and the imple-
mentation process and suggests that the relationship of all
three will affect the outcome of the legislation in ways
that have little to do with direct funding, parent meetings,
the preparation of educational plans, and the establishment
of a respected special needs department.
When the legislation was passed, three problems were
given only cursory recognition. First, the high school was
not considered to be a unique institution with its own
built-in problems and prospects. Rather, the high school
program was considered to be a routine continuation of a
student's education; one in which the same procedures would
capably fit. Second, there was no perception of the spe-
cial problems that high school classroom teachers would
face; in fact, most of the money, energy and research has
focused on the special education teacher. Third, imple-
mentation" was not emphasized as an equal ingredient (along
with "documentation" and "funding") to the whole process
of this legislative undertaking.
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In some ways it is easy to understand these over-
sights. Ch, 766 was a significant piece of legislation
because it broke the rules (and routines) of high schools.
The result is that the law has forced the high school to
identify and clarify these rules. There is little evidence
to support the notion that high school classroom teachers
either in a group or even individually are against the
theory or most tasks of the law. While there is no active
opposition, there is little support for overwhelming com-
pliance either.
The rule (or concept) that needs greatest clarifica-
tion is "integration". Ch. 766 by definition requires a
high level of integration among departments in order to
comply with the demands of the law. From this study it
seems that if the high school is unable to integrate diffi-
cult demands, then these demands will only be partially
met and will be relegated to the side.
In the final analysis, the main value of Ch. 766 may
not be in the services it is providing many special needs
students. Rather, it is the impetus 766 provides in
testing and expanding the integrating rules and mechanisms
of the school. As high schools are asked to do more and
more, their rules for integration will be debated and de-
fined. The curriculum pressures will be forced to compete
with growing human service pressures. Cusick in his
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singular study of a high school alludes too — but does not
sufficiently emphasize — the lack of integration. Man-
dated special education, mandated and voluntary busing
programs, work study programs, and sex and drug education
programs are all examples of programs that lose meaning if
they are not part of the total fabric of the school. In
the case of Ch. 766, the current pattern of scattered
support among teachers and departments leads to a level of
performance that would not be considered satisfactory for
a Mathematics or English curriculum.
The high school needs new forums and new ways of
bringing teachers together in a sustained way. The class-
room teacher needs to be convinced that a role that
combines elements of special and regular education can be
incorporated into one job. The administrators need to
provide the incentives and find the space and time within
the confines of the departmental tradition to push imple-
mentation into an integration stage. None of this will be
easy in a climate of contraction, but there is some cause
for optimism. Ch. 766 of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts has become a national law and its ideas are not in
retreat. The resistance is more structural than attitu-
dinal; the passions of racial or religious issues and the
school are notably absent in the special education debate.
Finallyf educators have the benefit of five years of
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honest struggling. As more and more troubled students
continue to graduation, attention is finally being focused
on the high school.
Suggested Topics for Further Research
The results of this study suggest several areas of
research which require further examination.
Different methodology
. The utilization of the Differentia-
tion and Integration Model provided useful insights into
the problems of special and regular classroom teachers.
Both Derr's adaptation of Lawrence and Lorsch's methodology
(197 3) and my own provided a limited study of the model and
its utility in studying schools. Any additional studies
would justify developing an instrument that further re-
fined the "school" statements and questions and which is
more sensitive to each of the four dimensions of the model.
This study too closely adhered to the format and
questions of Lawrence and Lorsch's industrial instrument.
It did not succeed in two respects. First, the goal state-
ments were not sensitive enough to measure subtle depart-
mental differences. Second, the interpersonal relationship
statements used by Lawrence and Lorsch measured intra-
department relationships among colleagues. It would be
preferable to alter this in a new study to measure
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teacher-student relationships by department. The instru-
ment would have greater utility if it used a language that
was recognizable in all high schools and was field tested
in a number of high schools.
The expansion to a study of many high schools would
help determine whether the data and findings from one high
school on the implementation of Ch. 766 can be generalized.
It would also increase the sample size of each department
which would provide a true test of statistical differences
and/or similarities among these departments. An expanded
sample changes the nature of the study as well. It would
eliminate the personal role the researcher played in ob-
serving the daily routines of the high school. The latter
technique makes sense when exploring broad research ques-
tions and when the literature search generates ambiguous
information. But the use of researcher as observer is
only the first step of a process that requires additional
studies which narrow the research questions (problem
statements) into tentative conclusions or hypotheses.
Three additional, but closely related, studies would
also be useful. The first is a continuation of the present
research to study the on-going absorption of the Ch. 766
tasks into the routines of the high school over a longer
period of time. The second would be an intensive study of
one department to be able to observe the way in which
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intra-departmental interactions affect the rate and
quality of Ch. 766 implementation. The third would be an
intensive study of one classroom teacher and the intricate
interactions that take place between teacher and students
which affect the implementation process.
Possible hypotheses
. The problem statements used in this
study helped focus on the implementation process but they
were necessarily general. The following are specific
hypotheses which would narrow and clarify the problem
statements:
(a) High schools that have personnel who can be
identified as middle level integrators will have a higher
factor of integration.
(b) High schools with a higher factor of integra-
tion will have greater teacher acceptance of special needs
tasks in the classroom.
(c) High schools with differentiated academic
departments are more likely to tolerate and accept the
differentiation of a special needs department.
(d) The successful implementation into the
regular classroom of new mandated special education tasks
which are non-routine and difficult depend on utilizing
both formal and informal incentives.
(e) Mainstreaming cannot function effectively
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in a high school without changing the general staff norm
from acollaborative to collaborative.
(f) The role conflict for classroom teachers
(created by the pressure of Ch. 766) decreases with
planned structural changes such as smaller classes, more
planning time, and cooperative teaching.
Significance . Five specific conclusions on tasks, differen-
tiation, integration and role conflict are found on pp.
196 to 197 . Three broader conclusions on the interrelation-
ship of people, norms and structure, and special education
technology are found on pp. 2C0 to 204 . The significance
of this study lies in several areas. First, this research
represents a further exploration of the importance of
several complex variables — tasks, differentiation and
integration, norms and structure, and role conflicts -- as
they relate to the implementation process in schools.
Second, this research offers some tentative explanations
of the problems high school classroom teachers will have
implementing mandated special education services. Third,
this study suggests that a combination of inside observa-
tion combined with an instrument utilizing Lawrence and
Lorsch's variables (as they relate to schools) can provide
a useful diagnostic tool.
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This study was by design exploratory in nature. It
was based on a recognition that school administrators need
to borrow ideas and tools from other disciplines (in this
case, organizational behavior) if they hope to adapt to
rapid and at times unanticipated changes around them.
However, in organizational behavior, a recognition of the
problem is only the first step in the change process. It
is hoped that teachers and administrators (as well as
future researchers) will see the need and have the
insights to risk making changes as well.
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APPENDIX
This questionnaire is designed to study the impact on teachers
of our Ch. 7^^ special needs program. Ch. 7^6 has mandated a number
of tasks that directly or indirectly involve classroom teachers.
This quest ionn i are seeks your knowledge and opinions about how these
tasks have affected your department and you as a teacher.
The central purpose of the questionnaire is academic. It will
provide the core of data to be used in my doctoral dissertation in
Special Education. Needless to say, your cooperation is of great
personal value to me. (l am counting on virtually 100^ return from
the high school.) Through this research, 1 hope to be able to con-
tribute to the body of knowledge on the impact of special education
legislation on high schools. (Most of the existing research concen-
trates on elementary schools.)
Just as there is no one method or style of teaching a particular
subject, there is no one way to implement Ch. 7^6. Consequently,
there are no right or wrong answers on this questionnaire. Your
personal questionnaire will be anonymous. I would be happy to
discuss aggregate results with any faculty member who is interested.
While your answers are important to me, please do not spend an In-
ordinate amount of time on any question.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Dick Schaye
?31
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I
.
2 .
3.
k.
Your department: (please check)
Engl i sh
Fine Arts
Language
Mathemat i cs
^Occupational Education
Total number of years teaching:
1
^
8-12
2-5 13-18
^“7 19 and above
Sex:
F
Approximate number of designated special needs students you currently
teach:
None 9-15
1-3 16-20
A-8 Above 20 Don ' t know
Physical Ed ucat 1 on
Pupi 1 Servi ces
Science
Social Studies
5. The approximate percentage of your total teaching assignment is
divided as follows: (The total should equal 100%)
F reshrnen
Sophomores
Juniors
Sen iors
6. The approximate percentage of your total teaching assignment is also
divided as follows: (The total should equal 100%)
^General ^Honors and Advanced Placement
_Cc1 lege
Please fill in the appropriate blanks in questions number 7 to 26.
When in doubt, answer with your first impression.
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In the past few years this high school has paid increased attention
to students with learning problems.
Agree Strongly ^Disagree
Agree ^Disagree Strongly ^Don't Know
8,
The passage of the Ch. 7^6 Special Education Law has noticeably in-
creased the tasks I am expected to fulfill as a teacher.
Large Increase
Moderate Increase
No Change
Slight Decrease
9.
A special needs program is essential to the overall functioning of
a high school
.
Strongly Agree
Agree
D i sagree
Strongly Disagree
10.
The special needs program here seems to serve:
Too many students
Too few students
The right number of students
Not sure
11.
My general feelings about the special needs program at Wayland High
School are:
Highly Favorable
Moderately Favorable
Moderately Unfavorable
Highly Unfavorable
?34
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12. The following is a list of possible instructions that a classroom
teacher could be expected to carry out because of Ch. 7^6. Rate
each item below according to whether or not it would be acceptable
or unacceptable to you as a teacher. (For each item use a scale of
one to five.)
One (1) - hightu acceptable
Tuo (2) - aocevtable
Three (Z) - unaaoevtahle
Four (4) - highly unacceotable
Five (5) - not appliaable to your devartment
a. referring students to the Learning Resource Team for evalua-
tion.
b. ^devoting a greater portion of extra help time to special
needs students.
c. writing individualized lesson plans for special needs
students
.
d. discounting spelling errors on tests and in-class assign-
ments for students with specific learning disabilities.
e. ^providing mimeographed outlines of class notes.
f. altering some of your grading procedures for specific
students
.
g. ^providing tapes of important reading materials.
h. waiving of some course assignments for students with
serious writing or reading disabilities.
i. accepting dictated tests from specific students.
j. allowing designated special needs students to take their
tests untimed in the Learning Resource room area.
k. providing typed sheets indicating all homework assignments.
l. meeting weekly with a teacher from LRT
.
m. writing daily or weekly checklists on students.
n. participating in 7^6 core evaluation meetings.
o. accepting oral, rather than written, reports from specific
students
.
13 . If you are currently doing any of these items (a-o) , please indicate
in the space provided below the letter(s) for the three (3) you are
doing most often.
Most often:
,
1
Again, from the same items (a-o), there might be some that you
personally would find (or do find) the most difficult to implement.
Indicate below the letters for three (3) that in your opinion
would
be the most difficult.
Mos c difficult:
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5. In the past two years, I have made a referral to Guidance or the
Learning Resource Team (LRT) for a possible 766 core evaluation.
^yes ^no
If yes, check approximately how many:
1 ^^-6 '
^2-3 7~S Above 9
6. I have participated in a pre-core evaluation meeting.
yes ^no not sure
17- I have participated in a core evaluation meeting,
yes ^no not sure
18. The subject that I teach is easier to individualize than most other
subjects in the school.
_Agree Strongly
Agree
Di sagree
Disagree Strongly
19* An important part of the way I evaluate myself as a teacher is
based on how well I teach students with special needs.
Very Important ^Some Importance
Moderately Important Little or None
20. The Learning Resource Team (LRT) has provided my special needs
students with extra support and help.
Very Much ^Some
Much ^Little or None ^Don't
21. The Learning Resource Team (LRT) has provided me with practical
suggestions for teaching special needs students.
Many ^One or Tv/o
Some ^None
22. The summaries of Educational Plans of my special needs students
have been:
Very Useful
Somewhat Useful
Usef u
1
Not Useful
Know
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23. The LRT teacher, not the classroom
to provide most of the extra help
students to succeed In my class.
teacher, is the logical person
that is needed for special needs
^Strongly Agree ^Disagree
Agree
^Strongly Disagree ^Not Sure
2k, In ^ full year course(s) that you teach, how much must the student
learn of the beginning content in order to satisfactorily proceed
through the course?
Almost A1
1
A Lot
A Moderate Amount
Little or None
25*
_
In your opinion, how much of the content of this course(s) is a pre-
requisite for learning the next course in sequence?
A Moderate Amount
Little or None There is no
next (sequential)
course
Almost A1
A Lot
26. You are to some extent involved in both teaching specific academic
tasks (content and skills) and in building a relationship with your
students. If these two factors were placed on a continuum adding
up to 100%, estimate how you divide your t i me between them.
(Circle the appropriate number (s). The total should add up to 100%.)
TEACH
,
. ^
TASK^ ^90 So 70 io iD ¥o So ^0 °
too
-i—
f
iO ao VO ^ -70 St’ '-iO
BUILD
^RELATIONSHIPS
ICO
The next questions seek information about your department. Virtually
all the current literature on organizations emphasizes that there is no one
best organizational design or style of leadership. Consequently, as in the
previous section, there are no right or wrong answers.
62 37
?.7. How much uniformity is practiced in your department
areas?
in the foil ow i n
g
a. Assigning Homework:
a great deal
to some degree
b. Giving Tests:
a great deal
to some degree
c. Grading Students:
great deal
to some degree
very little
none
very little
none
very little
none
28
.
To what extent am I expected to hold to these practices?
A Great Deal
To Some Degree
Very Little
Not At All
29
.
Debate over rules and procedures are actively engaged in within my
department
.
Agree Strongly
Agree
Di sagree
Disagree Strongly
30
.
There is a general willingness in our department to share the
pleasant and unpleasant tasks that we undertake.
Agree Strongly ^Disagree
Agree Disagree Strongly
31 . If students can be roughly divided into (a) low achieving, (b)
medium achieving and (c) high achieving, how well does my depart-
ment serve each group?
a. Low Achieving: Very Wei 1
Moderately
Well Fair Poor
b. Medium Achieving: Very Wei 1
Moderately
Wei 1 Fair Poo r
c
.
High Achievi ng: Very We 1
1
Moderate 1
y
Wei 1 Fair Poor
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32. If there is a conflict between completing a curriculum unit or slow-
ing down to meet the needs of a few, my personal inclination is to:
^Finish the unit
^Slow down slightly Wait for the few
33. The general norm of my department is to:
F i n i sh the un i
t
^Slow down slightly Wait for the few
3^. The feeling within the department is that colleagues are readily
available to help with specific teaching problems any of us are
experienci ng.
UsuSl ly ^Seldom
Sometimes Not At All
35. Within my department, 1 rely for assistance when 1 need it from:
One (1) colleague Three (3) or more colleagues
Two (2) colleagues No one
8
?39
This question is aimed at obtaining your evaluation of the relations
between various departments. Obviously you may not be directly involved
in all of the departmental relationships indicated. However, while you
may lack direct involvement, you probably have impressions about the
state of the relationship between the various departments listed.
36. Listed below is a grid and five ( 5 ) descriptive statements. Each of
these statements might be thought of as describing the general state
of the relationship between various departments. Select that state-
ment which you feel is most descriptive of each of the departmental
relationships shown on the grid, and enter the corresponding number
in the appropriate square. (Please fill out the complete grid.)
c
Eng 1 i sh ip
Ua
Fi ne Arts
c
lC
c =
C 0 £
Gui dance
30 n)
High School
Admi ni strat ion i
^ j
In iii
Language 1
1
-1 1- c
j
LRT
-J
C! A
Mathemat i cs
a j
Occupational Educ.
00
Physical Educ.
Science
i
1
Social Studies
1
k t
! i:
1
(Relations between these two units are:)
Cne (1) - sound — fullcoooeration is achieved
2/~i~moTe~th^n~daequate
Tha'ee (Z) - adequate
Foun (4) ~- less than, adequate
Five (5) - velations >tot required
5c
.
^
pi
cii
9?40
37- Using all the departments on the grid (except high school administra-
tion), which department is most similar to your department in terms of
content and teaching style?
38. Which department is the most dissimilar?
10
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The final section seeks your opinion on what kinds of considerations
are uppermost in your mind as a teacher faced with implementing a new
program such as Ch. 766.
39* Below is a list of nine statements, all of which might be considera-
tions or concerns of yours in the implementation of the special
needs program. In order to learn which are most iriiportant in your
personal opinion, please t^nj^^^rdej" the statements fron’ one to nine
(using ail nine numbers). One U) indicates "most concern" and
nine (9) indicates "least concern."
The contribution the program makes in helping students succeed
in my class.
The Impact the program makes on the overall quality of the high
school
.
The effect the program has on the size of my department.
The moriey the program diverts from other uses in the high
school
^the help the program provides for students who are doing poorly.
The classroom teaching tasks that result from implementing the
new program.
The contribution the program makes tov/ards building local
support for our school.
The value of the program in improving general student morale.
The effect the program has on the size and make-up of my
classes.
kO. Any additional comments that you might have about your experiences
with implementing Ch. 766 (or about any specific question in this
questionnaire) would be appreciated:.
(Use the back, if necessary.)


